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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:02:47 PM
Attachments: TC Vault Sludge TCLP Analysis_8.14.14.pdf


TC Vault Water Analysis_8.19.15.pdf
Special Permit DOT-SP 13552_3.26.15.pdf
Heritage Waste Profile Survey_Training Center Vault Solids_2.26.16_signed.pdf
HTS Noninfectious Certification FMC_3.2.16.pdf
FMC Training Vault Solids_Material Information Summary.pdf
image003.png


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 10:40 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Mark:
 
Attached is information provided to the SBT Environmental Waste Management Program Manager. 
 I’ll forward other information too, and look forward to speaking with you later today.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:50 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: 'Marguerite Carpenter' <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Michele Benchouk
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Certificate of AnalysisPocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



08/14/2014Date Submitted:



Date Reported: 08/20/2014



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



I408112-01



081414 - L&S Sludge



08/14/14  09:15



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:



Sample Description:



Analyte Result AnalyzedMethodUnits Analyst
pH 08/14/2014 CCH7.2 Units 150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Barium 08/19/2014 RP0.14 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Cadmium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Chromium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Lead 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Mercury 08/19/2014 RP< 0.01 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Selenium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Silver 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



Laboratory Director



G. Ryan PattieND = Not Detected



All solids are reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise noted.
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Login Report



Pocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



Work Order #:



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



Customer Name:



Contact Name:



I408112



Comment:



I408112-01



081414 - L&S Sludge 08/14/14   9:15



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:Sample Description:



Matrix: 08/14/14  11:00Date Received:



Sample Notes:



Solid



Test Method Due



pH 08/20/14150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Barium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Cadmium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Chromium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Lead 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Mercury 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Selenium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Silver 08/20/141311/6020A



Sample Condition Record



Samples received in a cooler?



Samples received intact?



The temperature recorded?



Samples received with a COC?



Samples received within holding time?



Are all samples properly preserved?



Labels and chain agree?



No



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



25.4



Notes and Definitions 



Sample results reported on a dry weight basis



Relative Percent DifferenceRPD



dry



Not ReportedNR



Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limitND



Analyte DETECTEDDET
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Certificate of AnalysisPocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



08/19/2015Date Submitted:



Date Reported: 08/26/2015



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



I508119-01



081915 - TC Vault



08/19/15  11:30



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:



Sample Description:



Analyte Result AnalyzedMethodUnits Analyst
pH 08/19/2015 AML6.9 Units 150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Barium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Cadmium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Chromium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Lead 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Mercury 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.10 mg/L 1311/7470A



TCLP Selenium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Silver 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



Laboratory Director



G. Ryan PattieND = Not Detected



All solids are reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise noted.
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Login Report



Pocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



Work Order #:



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



Customer Name:



Contact Name:



I508119



Comment:



I508119-01



081915 - TC Vault 08/19/15  11:30



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:Sample Description:



Matrix: 08/19/15  12:48Date Received:



Sample Notes:



Solid



Test Method Due



pH 08/26/15150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Barium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Cadmium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Chromium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Lead 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Mercury 08/26/151311/7470A



TCLP Selenium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Silver 08/26/151311/6010C



Sample Condition Record



Samples received in a cooler?



Samples received intact?



The temperature recorded?



Samples received with a COC?



Samples received within holding time?



Are all samples properly preserved?



Labels and chain agree?



No



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



19.3



Notes and Definitions 



Sample results reported on a dry weight basis



Relative Percent DifferenceRPD



dry



Not ReportedNR



Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limitND



Analyte DETECTEDDET
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4.2



UN1381 I



UN1381,WASTE PHOSPHORUS, WHITE, UNDER 
WATER,4.2(6.1),PGI,ERG#136



D001, D003



Material Information Summary



Waste Stream #:         53987 - 14



Waste Description:    SANITARY SEWER SOLIDS/SANITARY SEWER SET



DOT Description:



DOT Haz Class:



Needs to be written on the top 
of the drum.



Container Type:



UN/NA Number: Packing Group:



Waste Codes:



Prodcode:



DOT Diamond Waste Label**



CONTAINER



For lab packs, packing envelope with content form should be applied to the side of the drum on the top 1/3, 
next to the DOT diamond and waste label.



**May not be the exact same waste label.



*Poisons may require a different label than shown.  Please consult your 
Heritage representative to determine the proper label.



*



8099



Primary label



Second label








			Material Info 53987-14


			Quote 966826
  SANITARY SEWER SOLIDS/SANITARY SEWER SET


			Wastestream Survey 53987-14


			Letter 53987-14

















 <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell,
 Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC.  My understanding is that this and other information will be
 included in the summary report as described in Section 3.0 of the work plan.
 
Please telephone me or Marjo Carpenter with any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:27 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan
 
Please fine the attached information:


1. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault solids
2. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault water
3. Heritage Waste Profile Survey form
4. DOT Special Permit Authorization SP-13552
5. Noninfectious waste certification
6. Material Information Summary


Let me know if you need any additional information.


Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210



mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com
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mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov
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Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.


Click here to report this email as spam.



mailto:marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] FW: FMC OM & M manual
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 12:51:19 PM


Thanks.  It would be helpful to explain this to Wayne and others on the telephone during the bi-
weekly call.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 12:00 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: [External] FW: FMC OM & M manual
 
Jonathan,
 
I have attached the revised set of comments on the OMMP.  I only inserted the first one.
 
The second issue (number of plants versus percent vegetation coverage) was raised in a comment I
 wrote on the Pre-Final RDR and RAWP.  The comment went over to FMC in EPA’s June 3, 2015
 letter, and FMC responded to it on page 18 of their July 6, 2015 RTC (attached).  We found the
 response acceptable, and they added relevant references to the PSVP.  The OMMP is now
 presenting the same information.  I don’t think we need to reopen this issue.
 
Michele
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 1:20 PM
To: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: [External] FW: FMC OM & M manual
 
FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 7:13 AM
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC OM & M manual
 
Scott,
 
I have a few comments on the OM&M for FMC.
 


·        Section 3.1.1 Bullet 2, on page 3-2:  Specify the intensity of the seismic event that would
 trigger contingent inspection.


·        Section 3.1.1.1 Bullet 2, on page 3-3:  The measuring procedure specifies recording the
 number of plants in a plot.  This should be changed to observing the amount of the plot that
 is covered by vegetation in a percentage or fractional basis.  The number of plants is not a
 good indicator since soil coverage by vegetation cannot be directly correlated to the
 number of plants in a given plot.


 
If you have any questions regarding my comments feel free to give me a call.
 
Best Regards,
 
 
Wayne W. Crowther, P.E., CPESC
Senior Regional Engineer
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Pocatello Regional Office
444 Hospital Way Suite#300
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
(208) 236-6160
 
There are problems with everything and nothing is yet perfect, but that should not be cause to bemoan, that should
 be cause to achieve.


-Chris Hadfield
 
 
The only way forward, if we are going to improve the quality of the environment, is to get everybody involved.”  -
Richard Rogers
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter; Michele Benchouk; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:50:25 AM
Attachments: TC Vault Sludge TCLP Analysis_8.14.14.pdf


TC Vault Water Analysis_8.19.15.pdf
Special Permit DOT-SP 13552_3.26.15.pdf
Heritage Waste Profile Survey_Training Center Vault Solids_2.26.16_signed.pdf
HTS Noninfectious Certification FMC_3.2.16.pdf
FMC Training Vault Solids_Material Information Summary.pdf
image003.png


Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC.  My understanding is that this and other information will be
 included in the summary report as described in Section 3.0 of the work plan.
 
Please telephone me or Marjo Carpenter with any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:27 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan
 
Please fine the attached information:


1. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault solids
2. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault water
3. Heritage Waste Profile Survey form
4. DOT Special Permit Authorization SP-13552
5. Noninfectious waste certification
6. Material Information Summary


Let me know if you need any additional information.


Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Certificate of AnalysisPocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



08/14/2014Date Submitted:



Date Reported: 08/20/2014



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



I408112-01



081414 - L&S Sludge



08/14/14  09:15



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:



Sample Description:



Analyte Result AnalyzedMethodUnits Analyst
pH 08/14/2014 CCH7.2 Units 150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Barium 08/19/2014 RP0.14 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Cadmium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Chromium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Lead 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Mercury 08/19/2014 RP< 0.01 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Selenium 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



TCLP Silver 08/19/2014 RP< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6020A



Laboratory Director



G. Ryan PattieND = Not Detected



All solids are reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise noted.
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Login Report



Pocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



Work Order #:



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



Customer Name:



Contact Name:



I408112



Comment:



I408112-01



081414 - L&S Sludge 08/14/14   9:15



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:Sample Description:



Matrix: 08/14/14  11:00Date Received:



Sample Notes:



Solid



Test Method Due



pH 08/20/14150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Barium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Cadmium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Chromium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Lead 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Mercury 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Selenium 08/20/141311/6020A



TCLP Silver 08/20/141311/6020A



Sample Condition Record



Samples received in a cooler?



Samples received intact?



The temperature recorded?



Samples received with a COC?



Samples received within holding time?



Are all samples properly preserved?



Labels and chain agree?



No



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



25.4



Notes and Definitions 



Sample results reported on a dry weight basis



Relative Percent DifferenceRPD



dry



Not ReportedNR



Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limitND



Analyte DETECTEDDET
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Certificate of AnalysisPocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



08/19/2015Date Submitted:



Date Reported: 08/26/2015



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



I508119-01



081915 - TC Vault



08/19/15  11:30



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:



Sample Description:



Analyte Result AnalyzedMethodUnits Analyst
pH 08/19/2015 AML6.9 Units 150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Barium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Cadmium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Chromium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Lead 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Mercury 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.10 mg/L 1311/7470A



TCLP Selenium 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



TCLP Silver 08/21/2015 CCH< 0.05 mg/L 1311/6010C



Laboratory Director



G. Ryan PattieND = Not Detected



All solids are reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise noted.
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Kase Warbonnet Inc.



Login Report



Pocatello, ID 83201



Mark R. Smith



1477 Thunderbolt



Work Order #:



IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201



Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com



Customer Name:



Contact Name:



I508119



Comment:



I508119-01



081915 - TC Vault 08/19/15  11:30



Lab Tracking #:



Sampling Date/Time:Sample Description:



Matrix: 08/19/15  12:48Date Received:



Sample Notes:



Solid



Test Method Due



pH 08/26/15150.1



TCLP Arsenic 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Barium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Cadmium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Chromium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Lead 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Mercury 08/26/151311/7470A



TCLP Selenium 08/26/151311/6010C



TCLP Silver 08/26/151311/6010C



Sample Condition Record



Samples received in a cooler?



Samples received intact?



The temperature recorded?



Samples received with a COC?



Samples received within holding time?



Are all samples properly preserved?



Labels and chain agree?



No



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



Yes



19.3



Notes and Definitions 



Sample results reported on a dry weight basis



Relative Percent DifferenceRPD



dry



Not ReportedNR



Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limitND



Analyte DETECTEDDET
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03/07/2016 03:15 PM(matl_info_sum.rdf)



4.2



UN1381 I



UN1381,WASTE PHOSPHORUS, WHITE, UNDER 
WATER,4.2(6.1),PGI,ERG#136



D001, D003



Material Information Summary



Waste Stream #:         53987 - 14



Waste Description:    SANITARY SEWER SOLIDS/SANITARY SEWER SET



DOT Description:



DOT Haz Class:



Needs to be written on the top 
of the drum.



Container Type:



UN/NA Number: Packing Group:



Waste Codes:



Prodcode:



DOT Diamond Waste Label**



CONTAINER



For lab packs, packing envelope with content form should be applied to the side of the drum on the top 1/3, 
next to the DOT diamond and waste label.



**May not be the exact same waste label.



*Poisons may require a different label than shown.  Please consult your 
Heritage representative to determine the proper label.



*



8099



Primary label



Second label








			Material Info 53987-14


			Quote 966826
  SANITARY SEWER SOLIDS/SANITARY SEWER SET


			Wastestream Survey 53987-14


			Letter 53987-14

















FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Disk Pick-up
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 12:49:26 PM


The 2015 and preceding annual reports are part of the information base we have from recent
 groundwater monitoring at the FMC OU.  The interim CERCLA groundwater monitoring plan is to be
 replaced by a longer-term groundwater monitoring plan, and FMA has submitted a draft as part of
 the groundwater remedy RD.
 
Concerns, questions, or apparent data gaps which come to light in review of the 2014 and 2015
 annual reports can be brought forth in comments on the groundwater RD including, but not limited
 to, the proposed long-term groundwater monitoring plan.
 
We can discuss further on the bi-weekly call scheduled to start in about 10 minutes.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 11:09 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Disk Pick-up
 
Jonathan,
 
I wanted to check in with you about the monitoring report.  Are we supposed to review that one in
 its entirety, or is it more for informational purposes as the groundwater remedy review proceeds?
 
Michele
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 1:18 PM
To: bozic.james@epa.gov
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA] <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]
 <madabhushi_sriram@bah.com>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: [External] RE: Disk Pick-up
 
Yes, I recently received (in hard copy with attached CD) the Interim CERCLA 2015 Groundwater
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 Monitoring Report for the FMC OU of the Eastern Michaud Flats site.  Could you stop by at 10:30 am
 today?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Bozic, James 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 9:54 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Disk Pick-up
 
Hello Jonathan
 
I have been notified that there is a Draft FMC GW monitoring report, which needs to be transferred
 to Michele and Sriram for review. Please let me know a convenient time and I will come by to pick it
 up and transfer the files.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.
 
Thank you


Regards
 
James
 
Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


720 Olive Way, Suite 1250
Seattle, WA 98101
206.553.1938 (office)
206.422.1860 (mobile)
bozic_james@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:37:33 PM
Attachments: image001.png


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 9:02 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; susanh@ida.net
Subject: Re: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Hi, Kelly. That would be fine. This meeting was really to help answer your questions
 regarding the waste disposal. I realize there is lots going on, so just let us know if/when you
 would like to meet early next week. 
 
Beth 


Beth Sheldrake
US EPA Region 10
W (206)553-0220
C (206)890-1827


On Apr 1, 2016, at 8:20 AM, Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Beth and Jonathan, I apologize for the late notice but I just had some stuff come up
 that must be dealt with.  In addition, we are trying to get our comments down as
 requested and other issues we are working.
 
Is there any way to reschedule this for Monday or next Thursday morning before the
 FMC meeting or even Friday?  We are holding a conference with at Fort Hall on
 Tuesday and Wednesday and only have these dates available.
Let me know if that works for you guys to follow up on the Shipment concerns.
Thanks
Kelly
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From: Sheldrake, Beth [mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 3:54 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Ok, to be on the safe side, let’s go for Friday at 12 pm pacific, 1 pm mountain.  We can
 call you at your office or on your cell. Also, please let us know if you would like Susan
 to be involved in the conversation.
 
Thanks!
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 2:07 PM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Thanks Beth, I’m not saying that the work was not done in accordance to the approved
 work plan. I don’t remember that it included them venting the drums, but I am saying
 that it should have been better characterized for shipment.  This is not an EPA issue
 but a DOT issue.  I can make myself available in the afternoon for either Friday or
 Thursday if Jonathan makes it back in.  Whichever works for you guys, let me know.
 
I would have to concur with your statement that emails are not an efficient use of time
 but I am making an effort to clearly show that we are actively involved with the
 process which seems like that our QPRs are not meeting everyone’s expectations i.e.,
 tribal comments are minimal.
 
Looking forward to our upcoming call so we can successfully work together as a team.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth [mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 2:54 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
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Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Hi, Kelly.  Jonathan left the office early today because he hasn’t been feeling well the
 last several days.  I am not 100% sure he will be in tomorrow, but I would like to
 suggest we (you, Jonathan, and I, at a minimum) have a call either tomorrow or Friday
 where we can talk through your concerns.  As Jonathan has said, EPA believes that
 FMC has conducted the work in the training center vault area in compliance with the
 UAO approved work plan as well as RCRA hazardous waste regulations.
 
EPA is committed to trying to answer your questions/concerns, but continuing to
 communicate regarding these issues via email is just not an efficient use of everyone’s
 time.  To that end, please let me know your availability tomorrow and Friday.
 
Thanks for your understanding.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 12:09 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan, sorry but this isn’t acceptable for making shipment based on material
 sampled almost 2 years ago for some of the analyses. Analyses should have been done
 either from each drum as the Tribes originally requested or composited samples prior
 to removal into the drums. Another issue is the fact that the material was obviously
 not homogenous as shown with the headspace gas concentration.  One sample to
 represent 41,000 pounds of waste is not an accurate characterization needed for
 shipping wastes.
 
I understand that EPA does not cover hauling wastes but they work with another
 federal agency to make sure that it is done correctly. 
 
I was excited to see that some of the information exist for what was needed but it still
 has some issues that need to be done prior to shipping any future waste or disposing
 on site waste.  Analytical data must be validated and current.
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From my experience with sampling and shipping samples, more details are needed
 prior to shipping.  FMC used MARSSIMs to assist with characterizing the site but one
 sample from a vault that ended up being placed into 108 drums is wrong.  I also find it
 hard to believe that this information would come long after the shipment was made
 and not provided to everyone prior so it could be resolve in a timely fashion.
Kelly
 
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 11:50 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Michele Benchouk
 <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC.  My understanding is that this and other
 information will be included in the summary report as described in Section 3.0 of the
 work plan.
 
Please telephone me or Marjo Carpenter with any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:27 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan
 
Please fine the attached information:


1. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault solids
2. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault water
3. Heritage Waste Profile Survey form
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4. DOT Special Permit Authorization SP-13552
5. Noninfectious waste certification
6. Material Information Summary


Let me know if you need any additional information.


Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
<image001.png>
 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not
 the intended recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If
 you have received this communication in error, please notify me by e-mail
 (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by telephone and delete this message and any
 attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Susan Hanson
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper Appenay; Arnold 


Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller; McDonnell, 
Kimberlee


Subject: Re: Analytical Results
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:51:17 AM


Kelly,


On March 17, 2016 I was on-site with Jonathan.  I communicated with Jonathan regarding 
phosphine venting from the drums stored on-site.  Jonathan stated he was not aware phosphine
 was venting and would request the drums be checked. To date, this information has not been 
provided.  Cliff Merrill and Jonathan were present when we discussed the drums and Mr. 
Merrill indicated Mark Smith from Kase Warbonnet would provide the Tribes with a copy of 
the analysis. 


The Tribes commented on the Draft Vault Work Plan Closure including a request for analysis 
be completed on gw wells down gradient. 


Susan Hanson


On Mar 29, 2016, at 12:18 PM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste 
incinerator contain sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former 
large-capacity septic system vault.  The sludge has not been tested but instead, 
consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the approved work plan, is being 
managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft 
closure plan, and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and 
IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by 
FMC contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of 
the work when onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s 
contractor to you, as the Tribes’ representative, at the same time those reports are 
sent to me.
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Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you 
over the telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please 
feel free to telephone me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila 
<fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco 
<vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo 
<lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of 
waste leaving the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers 
for these drums leaving the site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there 
should be 78 samples from each drum verifying the content. This material is not 
homogenous as shown in their own words that north portion of the material was 
hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 
<2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure - Rev Aug 
2015.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: cultural resource links
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:22:42 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 1:56 PM
To: 'Shannon Leigh Ansley' <sansley@sbtribes.com>
Cc: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: cultural resource links
 
Shannon:
 
Here’s what I received from Amy Lapp of the BLM earlier today.  I’ve copied Kelly and you two can distribute to others as necessary.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 
From: Lapp, Amy [mailto:alapp@blm.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 12:06 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: cultural resource links
 
Here's a list of consultants that can do work in Idaho:
http://www.preservationidaho.org/sites/default/files/docs/resources/Archaeologists_Local_Regional_Consult.pdf
 
Here's the link for the Idaho SHPO site:
http://history.idaho.gov/state-historic-preservation-office
 
Here's an example monitoring plan from Nevada:
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/nv/field_offices/ely_field_office/energy_projects/spring_valley_wind/final_ea0.Par.26303.File.dat/09%20FEA%20Appendix%20E%20Spring%20Valley%20Wind%20Energy%20Facility%20DOI%20BLM%20L020%202010%200007%20APPE.pdf
 
 
Hope that helps,
Amy
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From: Susan Hanson
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Kelly Wright; Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper


 Appenay; Arnold Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
 Miller; McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: Re: Analytical Results
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:14:21 AM


Kelly,


Very concerning the levels recorded on March 17.  These levels were AFTER the drums had been venting at a
 minimum of 24 hours and likely longer. 


Susan Hanson


On Mar 30, 2016, at 10:04 AM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


> <TC Vault South Cell Solids Drum PH3 Monitoring_3 29 16.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: news article
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:06:32 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:31 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>;
 Skadowski, Suzanne <Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: news article
 
Attached is an ISJ article published yesterday.  I was not contacted by the reporter.  Were any of
 you?  EPA is cited as having no comment on the Tribes’ allegations toward the end of the article.  
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-1
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff.Merrill@akana.us] 
Sent: Sunday, April 17, 2016 8:51 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; Bill Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; Tim
 Norman <Tim.Norman@akana.us>
Subject: news article
 
Jonathan, here’s a new article that is in today’s Idaho State Journal-Pocatello.
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Cliff Merrill
Sr. Construction Inspector
 


Akana
Pocatello, Idaho
83201
 


Akana Office: (503) 652-9090   
Mobile: (503) 344-4108
 








From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Re: Manifests for shipment of waste
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:34:42 AM


Amen.  Dt


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 30, 2016, at 9:33 AM, Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi, Doug.  Hopefully this will be the end of this particular issue.  Waste manifested as
 ignitable white phosphorus.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:32 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 Michelle Pirzadeh <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>; Anderson-Carnahan, Linda
 <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Greg Weigel
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Andy Boyd (Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov)
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
All –
Per his request, below Jonathan sent Kelly Wright the waste manifests for the waste
 being shipped off the FMC site.  The waste was appropriately manifested as ignitable
 white phosphorus and will be incinerated at the waste disposal facility.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:24 AM
To: Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com) <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC for your information.  Please telephone me or Marjo
 if you have any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 7:49 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan
 
Kelly has asked for the manifests for waste shipment on the vault.  I thought I
 would send them to you to forward to him along with the phosphine data.  I
 attached two files.  One of the files includes the LDR Notice and Certification
 form.  The other one is just the waste manifest.
 
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
<ATT00002.png>
 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not
 the intended recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If
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 you have received this communication in error, please notify me by e-mail
 (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by telephone and delete this message and any
 attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.


<TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_3.29.16.pdf>


<TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_LDR_3.29.16.pdf>
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA FW: EPA Question
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:37:23 PM


 
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 11:09 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com) <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: EPA Question
 
Kelly:
 
Beth Sheldrake, Mark MacIntyre, and I spoke with a reporter this morning.  I can talk with you about
 that conversation, and any other concerns you have about FMC implementation of the UAO.
 
I have left you several voicemails over the past few weeks, and asked in e-mail responses that you
 call me to discuss your concerns.  I’ll plan to telephone you again later today.  Thanks. 
    
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 10:50 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Boyd, Andrew



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=1891F77BB24249BD8FD4BBE0D271EF95-SHELDRAKE, BETH

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:vmonsisco@sbtribes.com





 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com) <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: EPA Question
 
Jonathan, I just got a call from the Shoshone Bannock Newspaper Editor and she said that EPA was
 not aware of the drums being open venting to the atmosphere.  Is that a correct statement?  If you
 think that was the case, here are attached emails where the Tribes were concerned that these
 drums were venting in excess of the PEL. I also need to remind you that in fact Susan notified you
 the next day of this concern and you verified it with Mark Smith. His response was that the drums
 might not have needed to be venting but in order to prevent them from bulging, this was occurring.
 This is when you were provided with a hand written copy of the head space measurements.  So if
 you forgot that, perhaps now EPA can ask Mark how long these drums were being vented prior to
 the head space measurements
 
I am also request again, a copy of the LDR results from the waste shipment to Ohio.  If this was not
 performed, the Tribes are requesting the remaining 38 drums to be properly characterized
 identifying all chemicals associated with the FMC Operable Unit. Simply relying on FMC one sample
 in 2014 is not appropriate.  Regardless of the material being septic waste, it’s never could have been
 considered as a homogenous material.  The material was removed by an excavator into the drums.
 Thus the reason for the analytical results used by the Ohio disposal facility being requested.  The
 only constituents analyzed were metals what about all the other chemicals used at the laboratory
 which was also part of the associated waste stream for this vault.  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: Herbst, John
Cc: Moore, Joanne; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA RE: RTOC Standing Issues - April 2016 EPA Update Request
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 5:20:30 PM


Hi, JR.  Sorry, there has been LOTS going on and I was out of the office all last week (and totally
 buried since I returned).  Here is an updated paragraph.
 


Cleanup work for the 2016 construction season started in March.  Placement of soil
 covers to protect people and the environment from contamination on site are
 scheduled to be completed by December 2016. Work to prepare a small portion of the
 site which is not on the Shoshone-Bannock Fort Hall reservation for a future fertilizer
 distribution company has also begun.  Recently the Tribes have raised concerns about
 FMC’s shipment of waste from the site and a National Historic Preservation Act
 evaluation in an area which will be used to obtain clean soil for the covers. EPA is
 diligently working with the Tribes to address their concerns.  Design of the
 groundwater extraction and treatment system is continuing. 


 
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Herbst, John 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 12:10 PM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: RTOC Standing Issues - April 2016 EPA Update Request
 
Hello Beth,
 
Checking-in. Do you have any April updates that you would like the provide the RTOC with?
 
Here’s the update from last month:
 


FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site in Idaho


Cleanup work concluded for the construction season in December 2015.  All grading
 work to create stable slopes has been completed and construction of the engineered
 soil covers has begun.  The soil covers are scheduled to be completed during the 2016
 construction season (March – December 2016). In December, FMC informed EPA,
 IDEQ and the Tribes that they had entered into an agreement with a fertilizer
 distribution company to redevelop a portion of the FMC property.  EPA and the Tribes
 have raised a number of questions and concerns regarding the redevelopment project
 which the technical and legal teams are working through.  The property to be
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 redeveloped is not within the boundaries of the Shoshone-Bannock Fort Hall
 Reservation.  Design of the groundwater extraction and treatment system is
 continuing.  EPA and the Tribes received the final Independent Review of Soil
 Excavation and Treatment Technologies, along with responses to comments from EPA
 and the Tribes on the draft report, from Argonne National Laboratory on February 1,
 2016.


 
Thanks!
 
JR Herbst
Tribal Consultation Specialist
U.S. EPA - Region 10
Tribal Trust and Assistance Unit
1200 6th Avenue, Suite 900
MS ETPA-202-6
Seattle, WA  98101
206-553-2116 (Phone)
206-553-1775 (Fax)
 


From: Herbst, John 
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 3:38 PM
To: Young, Margo <Young.Margo@epa.gov>; Chung, Angela <Chung.Angela@epa.gov>; Cox,
 Michael <Cox.Michael@epa.gov>; Davis, Michelle V. <Davis.MichelleV@epa.gov>; Littleton,
 Christine <Littleton.Christine@epa.gov>; Peterson, Erik <Peterson.Erik@epa.gov>; Marcy, Ken
 <Marcy.Ken@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Zhen, Davis
 <Zhen.Davis@epa.gov>; Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>
Cc: Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-
Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Brown, Katherine <Brown.Katherine@epa.gov>
Subject: RTOC Standing Issues - April 2016 EPA Update Request
 
The RTOC will hold their next conference call on April 21st. In preparation for this call, please
 provide your RTOC Standing Issue updates by next Tuesday (4/19).


Below and attached are the updates that EPA shared during with the RTOC’s March 2016
 Meeting.


Thanks for your time!


JR  


______________________________________________


 
RTOC Standing Issues – EPA Updates (March 2016)


Pebble Mine/404c


(EPA Contact: Margo Young)
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On January 13, 2016, the EPA OIG released its final report from a 17-month in-depth
 evaluation of EPA’s Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment, finding:


·       No evidence of bias in how the EPA conducted the Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment.


·       No evidence that the EPA pre-determined the outcome of the assessment to initiate a
 Clean Water Act Section 404(c) process in the Bristol Bay watershed.


·       All policies and procedures for ecological risk assessment, peer review and information
 quality in conducting the Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment were appropriately followed.


·       In spite of a potential ethics lapse by a remotely located staffer who retired before EPA
 completed the Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment, there is “no evidence that any law was
 violated.”


On May 28, 2015, the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed the district
 court’s dismissal of Pebble Limited Partnership’s (PLP’s) lawsuit challenging EPA’s authority to
 initiate the section 404(c) process in the Bristol Bay Watershed. In an unpublished decision,
 the court explained that EPA’s letter initiating the section 404(c) process failed to meet the
 two necessary conditions to be a final agency action subject to judicial review under the
 Administrative Procedure Act (APA). 


Also on May 28, 2015 the Alaska District Court heard oral arguments on EPA’s motion to
 dismiss one of the three lawsuits filed by the Pebble Limited Partnership against the EPA. The
 case involves allegations relating to the Federal Advisory Committee Act. A preliminary
 injunction is still in place preventing EPA from engaging in any activities related to the section
 404(c) process. Following oral arguments, the Court took the case under advisement and on
 June 4, 2015, the court granted in part and denied in part EPA’s motion to dismiss. That
 litigation is ongoing.


 


Fish Consumption Rate (FCR)/Human Health Water Quality Standards 


(EPA Contact: Angela Chung)


Alaska:  On November 12, 2015, EPA received a petition from the Southeast Alaska
 Conservation Council (SEACC) requesting that EPA revise the fish consumption rate and
 cancer risk rate that Alaska’s current human health criteria are based on.  EPA also received a
 letter of support reiterating the request in the SEACC petition from the Chickaloon Native
 Village on December 16, 2015.  EPA is currently reviewing the requests.    
 
Idaho: On December 10, 2015, Idaho's Board of Environmental Quality (Board) approved
 adoption of IDEQ's revised human health water quality criteria.  The pending rule was
 reviewed and approved by the 2016 Idaho legislature and will become final and effective at
 the end of the Legislative session (approximately April 2016).  IDEQ is planning to submit the
 final rule to EPA for Clean Water Act review and approval in June or July 2016.  EPA will
 continue its tribal coordination and consultation work with the Idaho tribes during its review
 of Idaho’s final rule.
 
Oregon:  In 2011, EPA approved Oregon's water quality standards, which were generally based
 on a FCR of 175 grams/day and a 10-6 cancer risk level. 
Washington:  On December 28, 2015, the public comment period closed on EPA's proposed
 updates to Washington's human health water quality criteria under the National Toxics Rule. 







 EPA received more than 500 comment letters, with the majority representing mass mailers
 from various organizations, and is currently reviewing the comments.  More information on
 the proposed federal rule may be found at EPA’s website:  http://www2.epa.gov/wqs-
tech/water-quality-standards-regulations-washington
On February 3, 2016, the Department of Ecology announced a proposed rule that addresses
 two specific areas of the water quality standards: (1) adoption of new human health criteria,
 and (2) revision and expansion of some of the tools in the standards that help in
 implementation.  The State’s February 3, 2016 proposal includes a FCR similar to the federal
 proposal (175 g/day) and cancer risk level (1x10-6). Ecology is accepting public comments
 through April 22, 2016 and will be holding public hearings in early April.  EPA plans to submit
 written comments to Ecology during the comment period.  Information about the rulemaking,
 including documents, details about public hearings and webinar opportunities, can be found
 on Ecology’s website at:
 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/ruledev/wac173201A/1203ov.html.  In the meantime,
 EPA continues to work on responding to comments on its proposed federal rule.
On February 26, 2016, Earthjustice, on behalf of Puget Soundkeeper Alliance and others, filed
 a complaint under the Clean Water Act to require EPA to promulgate the water quality
 standards that EPA proposed in September 2015 for the State of Washington.  Under the
 CWA, EPA must promulgate new or revised standards within 90 days of proposal (December
 14, 2015).  EPA’s answer is due 60 days after the complaint, and EPA is currently evaluating its
 options. 


 


Climate Change


(EPA Contacts: Michael Cox and Michelle Davis)


EPA Training on Understanding Climate Change Impacts on Water Resources


This training module is designed to increase understanding of the causes of climate change, its
 potential impacts on water resources, and the challenges water resource managers are
 facing.  The course contains three parts which take about 45 minutes to complete.  Optional
 supplementary information on climate change impacts in the United States is included at the
 end of the course for those interested in more details. This module is one of the core
 modules for the Watershed Academy. 


http://www.epa.gov/watershedacademy/understanding-climate-change-impacts-water-
resources


Supreme Court Stays EPA’s Clean Power Plan


On February 9, 2016, the Supreme Court stayed implementation of the Clean Power Plan
 pending judicial review.  The Clean Power Plan is a state-based program under Clean Air Act
 (CAA) Section 111(d) for existing air pollution sources, with EPA establishing guidelines and
 states then designing and implementing programs that comply with those guidelines to get
 the needed reductions in CO2.  The Court’s decision was not based on the merits of the rule. 
 EPA firmly believes the Clean Power Plan will be upheld when the merits are
 considered, because the rule rests on strong scientific and legal foundations.  For the states
 that choose to continue to work to cut carbon pollution from power plants and seek the
 Agency’s guidance and assistance, EPA will continue to provide tools and support.


EPA Working to Identify Coldwater Refugia in the Northwest


EPA Region 10 is working with the State of Oregon, NMFS, and ORD to develop cold-water
 refugia plans for the Columbia River and the lower 50 miles of the Willamette River.  The
 purpose of these plans is to adequately interpret Oregon’s narrative cold water refugia
 criterion to allow for implementation of the criterion through Oregon’s Clean Water Act
 authorities.  In addition, EPA Region 10 is working with the EPA Office of Research and
 Development (ORD) Narragansett and Corvallis Laboratories, and USFS, to examine the
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 impacts of climate change on thermal suitability for salmonids for a subset of Pacific
 Northwest basins now and in the future.  The results of the assessment will be used to
 determine whether or not stream temperatures can meet the Pacific Northwest Temperature
 Guidance recommended temperature criteria for different salmonids and life stages. 


2015 was the Hottest Year on Record


In NOAA’s recently-released annual report, they found that the globally-averaged temperature
 over land and ocean surfaces for 2015 was the highest among all years since recordkeeping


 began in 1880.  The average temperature was 1.62oF (0.90oC) above the 20th century
 average.  It is the largest margin by which the annual global temperature record had been
 broken.  Ten months had record high temperatures for their respective months. 
 


Resource Extraction/Transport


(EPA Contacts:  Teena Littleton, Erik Peterson, & Ken Marcy)


The EPA High Priority Project List for Tribes has been updated.


Port of Morrow Export Terminal:  Federal permitting is on hold pending the appeal of the
 Oregon Department of State Lands permit denial.  An appeal hearing is scheduled for
 September 27-October 6, 2016.


Millennium Export Terminal:  The current public State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and
 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) release date is April 30, 2016: the public
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) DEIS date is July 2016.


Gateway Pacific Export Terminal:  The current public SEPA DEIS release date is September 9,
 2016; the public NEPA DEIS date is late September 2016. The Corps of Engineers is currently
 considering the Lummi Nation’s request for permit denial.


 


GAP Guidance Implementation


(EPA Contact: Sally Thomas)


FY 2016 Omnibus Language:  Solid Waste Services under GAP
 
The FY 2016 omnibus funding bill contains language authorizing EPA to fund solid waste and
 recovered materials collection, transportation, backhaul, and disposal services through FY
 2020.  Specifically, the FY 2016 Omnibus states: “That for the period of fiscal years 2016
 through 2020, notwithstanding other applicable provisions of law, the funds appropriated for
 the Indian Environmental General Assistance Program shall be available to federally
 recognized tribes for solid waste and recovered materials collection, transportation, backhaul,
 and disposal services.”  The American Indian Environmental Office (AIEO) will be working with
 EPA’s Land and Emergency Management Office (OLEM; formerly called Office of Solid Waste
 and Emergency Response) over the coming weeks to clarify what impact this language has on
 GAP funding decisions. 
 
EPA and its partners are exploring long-term solutions for sustainable tribal solid waste
 management activities.  EPA is also providing tribes that had previously used GAP resources







 for such services to transition to other funding sources.
 


Superfund Sites – Tribal Input Process


(EPA Contacts:  Beth Sheldrake (FMC OU). Davis Zhen & Cami Grandinetti (Portland Harbor &
 NRRB)


FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site in Idaho


Cleanup work concluded for the construction season in December 2015.  All grading work to
 create stable slopes has been completed and construction of the engineered soil covers has
 begun.  The soil covers are scheduled to be completed during the 2016 construction season
 (March – December 2016). In December, FMC informed EPA, IDEQ and the Tribes that they
 had entered into an agreement with a fertilizer distribution company to redevelop a portion
 of the FMC property.  EPA and the Tribes have raised a number of questions and concerns
 regarding the redevelopment project which the technical and legal teams are working
 through.  The property to be redeveloped is not within the boundaries of the Shoshone-
Bannock Fort Hall Reservation.  Design of the groundwater extraction and treatment system is
 continuing.  EPA and the Tribes received the final Independent Review of Soil Excavation and
 Treatment Technologies, along with responses to comments from EPA and the Tribes on the
 draft report, from Argonne National Laboratory on February 1, 2016.


Portland Harbor Superfund Site (Oregon)


EPA met with the National Remedy Review Board and the Contaminated Sediment Technical
 Advisory Group on November 18-19 for their advice on a prefered alternative for the Portland
 Harbor cleanup.  The Yakama, Warm Springs, Nez Perce, Siletz, Grand Ronde and Umatilla
 tribes also provided comments to the Boards.  EPA has continued to coordinate with the
 Tribes for the RI/FS process.  The Tribes can also continue to participate in the technical
 oversight group (with EPA and other stakeholders).  In addition to these technical meetings,
 the Regional Administrator and National Program Director meet with the Tribes 2-3 times a
 year.  The last meeting of these parties was held November 13, 2015.  In addition to this
 involvement, EPA follows the national and Regional policy on consultation with the Tribes
 which states that EPA must consult with the Tribes on any remedy decision.  For Portland
 Harbor, the Region has committed to consulting with the Tribes prior to issuing the Proposed
 Plan, which is EPA’s proposed cleanup of the site.  The Region 10 Administrator and Director
 for the Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation have completed tribal
 consultations with Nez Perce, Siletz, Grand Ronde, Yakama, and Umatilla.  These consultation
 meetings covered the remedy EPA is considering for its Proposed Plan and allows the EPA to
 have meaningful dialogues with the Tribal Councils on their concerns related to the cleanup
 of Portland Harbor.


National Remedy Review Board


See NRRB for NTOC revised.doc for detailed information (available upon request).


 
JR Herbst
Tribal Consultation Specialist
U.S. EPA - Region 10
Tribal Trust and Assistance Unit
1200 6th Avenue, Suite 900
MS ETPA-202-6
Seattle, WA  98101
206-553-2116 (Phone)







206-553-1775 (Fax)
 
 










From: Williams, Jonathan
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA Responsive FW: DEQ Draft comments on the FMC OU Groundwater Remedy 60% design.
Date: Friday, April 29, 2016 10:16:07 AM
Attachments: DRAFT Comments on 11302015 60Percent GWRemady_sm.docx


Kimberlee:
 
This e-mail and attachment was forwarded to BAH with a copy to you.  Therefore, I think Mr.
 Lepic has received or will soon receive all the information contained in this e-mail. 
 
From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 9:26 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: DEQ Draft comments on the FMC OU Groundwater Remedy 60% design.
 
Jonathan,
 
Attached are DEQ’s draft comments on the above referenced design. Doug and Wayne are
 in the process of reviewing the compiled comments so there may be some changes later,
 but I wanted to get these out to you in time for you to read over for tomorrow’s meeting.
 
Regards,
Scott
 
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Environmental Hydrogeologist
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton
Boise ID 83706
ph: (208) 373-0502
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DRAFT***January 13, 2016***DRAFT 
 



DEQ REVIEW OF THE FMC OU REMEDIAL DESIGN GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL 
ACTION INTERMEDIATE ENGINEERING DESIGN SUBMITTAL AND 



SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS NOVEMBER 2015 
 



Intermediate Engineering Design 



General Comments 
1. DEQ believes that the RA-G groundwater injection design proposal constitutes a major design 



change that FMC has not demonstrated and documented as a workable viable or appropriate 
solution. Areas of concern where FMC failed to establish the viability of this option include: 



• Inadequate demonstration of injection effects at the joint fence line area including the 
fate of the current contaminant plume and effects on Simplot’s extraction system  



• Inadequate demonstration on any adverse injection effects to the FMC extraction 
system  



• Inadequate demonstration of the shallow aquifer’s capacity to receive the injected 
water and what may occur if the hydraulic divide does not form as anticipated 



DEQ finds the proposed design modifications incompatible with the existing FMC and Simplot 
RODs. DEQ recommends injection of treated water at RA-G/joint fence line as a design 
alternative be eliminated.  



2. Further discussion concerning the proposed construction and predicted impacts to the 
extraction system of Pond 3 water treatment partition and stormwater partition is required. The 
discussing must include details of how these ponds are to be constructed and how the operation 
of the ponds in the current proposed location may or may not affect the groundwater remedy 
and the fate of the contaminant plume.  



Specific Comments 
1. Section 2.5 Nature and Extent of Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination. Update this 



section to include a summary of the recent hydraulic testing that has been conducted at the 
FMC OU including pump tests and slug tests. These tests have a direct impact on the 
understanding of the transport of site related COCs and the design of the extraction system.  



2. Section 5.2.1 Process Description.  Clearly state, in this section, if both treatment trains will be 
run concurrently, alternately, or one will be run as a backup.  In other words will the plant be 
running at a capacity of 600 or 1200 gallons per minute? 



3. Section 5.3.5 Electrical Criteria. Clearly state, in this section, how the cap integrity will be 
maintained with either power scheme.   



4. Section 5.4.1 Infiltration Basin in Western Undeveloped Area. This section states discharge of 
treated groundwater will be to an infiltration basin in the WUA.  This section also indicates a 
design flow of 530 GPM contrasting to 600 GPM design flow stated in previous sections. Please 
rectify these discrepancies.   











5. Section 5.4.2, Infiltration in RA-G North. This section references a section 4.5 and an Appendix 
H.  These are not within this document. Please correct. 



6. Section 5.4.2, Infiltration in RA-G North This section references modeling results in Figure 4-
1B.  This figure shows extraction system design. Please correct. 



7.  Section 5.4.2, Infiltration in RA-G North. The top of page 5-9 states modeling results indicate 
injection of the treated groundwater would result in the establishment of a groundwater mound 
approximately 10 feet high within the injection area. The groundwater mounding/hydraulic 
barrier is not apparent in any of the figures provided in this report including the referenced 
Figure 4-1B. Provide a figure(s) using model predicted potentiometric surfaces that support the 
statements made in this section.  



8. Section 5.4.2, Infiltration in RA-G North, bullets. Add a bullet that acknowledges and briefly 
describes the dilution effect on the contaminant plumes and all surrounding extraction systems.  



9. Figures 5-1A and 5-1B. Replace the potentiometric surface with the model predicted 
potentiometric surfaces for the infiltration basin and the RA-G injection alternatives, 
respectively. Figures may need to be developed that focus on treated groundwater disposal 
areas to adequately show projected impacts.  



Appendix A 60% Design Drawings 



General Comments 
1. Page numbers have been revised from the 30% design without referencing changes made to the 



60% design.  This has made it difficult to verify if changes or responses have been done. 



Specific Comments 
1. G-00-102:  Add hatching in the legend for gravel for shoulders, infiltration area, and other 



hatching used in the plans. 
2. C-01-101A:  Label other waterline that comes from the west. 
3. C-01-101A:  The plans show infiltration wells but lack specification on how water will be 



delivered to the wells. 
4. C-01-102A:  Some of the pipelines have angles that are not fractional of 90 degrees. 
5. C-01-102A:  Separation of the water line and the septic drain field will need to be verified. 
6. C-01-102A:  Pipeline west of EW-A is labeled as TW.  This should be corrected. 
7. C-01-102A:  Describe how the 2” pipeline connects to the RW line. 
8. C-01-102A:  Details and specifications will be needed on the RW & TW pipelines. 
9. C-01-102A:  Details and specifications will be needed on the potable and sanitary sewer 



pipelines. 
10. C-01-102B:  Some of the pipelines have angles that are not fractional of 90 degrees. 
11. C-01-102B:  Separation of the water line and the septic drain field will need to be verified. 
12. C-01-102B:  Pipeline west of EW-A is labeled as TW.  This should be corrected. 
13. C-01-102B:  Describe how the 2” pipeline connects to the RW line. 
14. C-01-102B:  Details and specifications will be needed on the RW & TW pipelines. 
15. C-01-102B:  Details and specifications will be needed on the potable sanitary sewer pipelines. 
16. C-01-103A:  Indicate well spacing or include Northing, Easting location of wells. 
17. C-01-103A:  Show the drainage slope of the pavement. 
18. C-01-103A:  Describe how the TW line will connect with the injection wells. 











19. C-01-103A:  Call out what the hatching is (cobbled area) that is exterior to the water treatment 
plant roadway.  



20. C-01-103A:  Mechanical sheet shows two RW lines going into the building. This sheet shows 
three RW lines.  Correct this discrepancy.   



21. C-01-103B:  Mechanical sheet shows two RW lines going into the building. This sheet shows 
three RW lines.  Correct this discrepancy.   



22. C-01-103B:  Show the drainage slope of the pavement. 
23. C-01-103B:  Call out what the hatching is (cobbled area) that is exterior to the water treatment 



plant roadway.   
24. C-01-104A Indicate well spacing or include Northing, Easting location of wells. 
25. C-01-104A:  Show the drainage slope of the pavement. 
26. C-01-104A:  Describe how the TW line will connect with the injection wells. 
27. C-01-104A:  Call out what the hatching is (cobbled area) that is exterior to the water treatment 



plant roadway.   
28. C-01-104A:  Mechanical sheet shows two RW lines going into the building. This sheet shows 



three RW lines.  Correct this discrepancy.   
29. C-01-104B:  Place pond volume on the drawing. 
30. C-01-104B:  Include discharge into pond and the termination detail of the TW pipeline. 
31. C-01-105:  Include on the plot plan FMC property lines and the Tribal boundary. 
32. C-01-105:  Symbols and colors are missing in the legend for the infiltration wells. 
33. C-01-107:  Show how the discharge into the pond will be terminated. 
34. C-01-107:  It is unclear what the off-spec pipeline and water treatment partition is for. 
35. C-01-107:  Indicate whether this pond will be lined. 
36. C-01-107:  Bollards will need to be placed around the wet well turbine pump. 
37. C-02-101:  Indicate the thickness of the bentonite slurry seal between the bentonite grout and 



the filter pack. 
38. C-02-102:  Drop pipe from the pitless adapter should extend to normal ground water level 



within the well to prevent cascading and surging. 
39. C-02-102:  Indicate the height of the well above ground surface on detail 6. 
40. C-02-102:  On detail 6 correct the reference page to be -104A and not just -104. 
41. C-02-102:  Indicate the thickness of the bentonite slurry seal between the bentonite grout and 



the filter pack. 
42. C-02-104:  Indicate the direction that the pipe slopes in detail A. 
43. C-02-104:  Detail 1, 3, and A: indicate the size of the pipe. Also, how will the pipe boot be 



attached to the pipe as shown? 
44. C-02-104:  Indicate if the liner shown in detail 2 will be on the entire pond bottom or just in the 



sump. 
45. C-02-104:  Include more information about pond liner construction details, venting, anchoring, 



seams, and other detail to construct it. 
46. C-02-104:  The vertical turbine pump will need to be incased in a pump can to prevent migration 



of untreated or water not meeting GW standards and also to prevent dilution or pumping of 
shallow ground water. 



47. A-01-101:  Describe what FE-2 is on the lower LF plan. 
48. PFD-01-101:  There is a “Pond-02” reference.  This needs to be corrected to “Pond-03”  if this 



pond is used. 
49. M-00-102:  Heated tracer tape will need to be added to detail M-910. 
50. M-01-101:  In grid 2A, only two feed lines for the RW or “off spec” water is shown here.  Civil 



plans show three. Correct this discrepancy. 











51. M-01-101:  The six inch line for the roll-off container is not shown on the civil plans.  Please 
revise to correct the discrepancy.   



52. M-01-102:   Typical size of sanitary sewer line is 6” for laterals not 3” as shown.  Please correct. 



Appendix E Construction Quality Assurance Plan 



Specific Comment 
1. Section 2.2.1 Pre-Construction Meeting. Include the agencies as stakeholders in the pre-



construction meeting. 



Appendix G Infiltration Basin/Galley Geotechnical Evaluation Report 



Specific Comments 
1. Section 1.3 Purpose and Scope of Report. This section states previous modeling has shown that 



a hydraulic divide will be created at the proposed RA-G treated groundwater injection locations 
and that the divide will have the benefit of keeping Simplot’s water on their side of the fence as 
well as forcing more flow towards the FMC extraction system. Provide references in this section 
to where these statements are verified and where potential impacts to Simplot’s extraction 
system(s) are evaluated. 



2. Section 1.4 Document Organization, page 1-2. In the first sentence of this section change “Work 
Plan” to “Evaluation Report”. 



3. Section 2.1 RA-G North Area Investigation and 2.2 Western Undeveloped Borrow Area 
Investigation. Provide, in these sections, the rationale for the sampling depths chosen in each 
borehole or area.  



4. Table 3.1, Summary of Soil Geotechnical Testing and Associated Results, page 3-2. Provide the 
units in which the Saturated Hydraulic Conductivities are presented. 



Performance Standards Verification Plan 



Specific Comments  
1. Section 3.2. Target Capture Zone. Describe, in this section, what a target capture zone is, its 



importance, and how it was developed for this project.  



Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan 



Specific Comments 
1. Section 4.1 Water Quality Monitoring Parameters and Schedule. Clarify, in this section, how 



holding times will be met on the weekly and monthly composite sample composed of 
automated and weekly composite samples for all analytes on the expanded list.  



2. Section 4.1 Water Quality Monitoring Parameters and Schedule and Section 4.2.2 Composite 
Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis. Section 4.1 states automated samples will be 











collected every 2 hours for weekly composite while Section 4.2.2 states the automated samples 
will be collected every 4 hours. Correct accordingly.  



3. Table 4.2 Expanded Analyte List. Add a column for holding times required by each analytical 
method.  



4. Section 4.2.2 Composite Sample Collection and Laboratory Analysis. Be specific; state the 
sample volume of automated samples. Clarify if the automated samples will be collected directly 
into a 250 ml pre-preserved bottle containing all collected automated samples for that week or 
will each automated sample be collected in its own container and mixed at the end of the week. 
Explain how weekly samples will be split, stored, and composited to derive the monthly sample, 
include the volume of each sub-sample and the final sample volume.  



Draft CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan 



General Comments 
1. Include a discussion of the Assessment Area and Compliance Area early-on in the plan; possibly 



in Section 3. The discussion will include the basis for development of the areas, their role in the 
assessment of the ground water remedy, and what standards are to be met in each area (i.e. 
Assessment Area – MCLs, Compliance Area – surface water quality standards).  



2. Include EPA 2008, Systematic Approach for Evaluation of Capture Zones at Pump and Treat 
Systems in the Reference section. 



3. Section 4.3 states demonstrating hydraulic control of the groundwater extraction system will be 
accomplished in accordance with EPA 2008. EPA’s 2008 document recommends the use of 
piezometers installed near each extraction well to monitor water levels/drawdown at each 
extraction well to avoid errors in the hydraulic control assessment associated with well loss in 
the extraction wells. Include a discussion, in the monitoring plan, regarding the installation of 
the recommended piezometers or how FMC proposes to correct water level measurements for 
well loss from the extraction wells.  



4. Appendix A and B are not presented in the draft plan, hence, statements made in the plan 
referencing either appendix could not be verified.   



Specific Comments 
1. Tables heading page ii. Correct page number for Table 2.1. 
2. Acronyms/Abbreviations; Add SAP and WMU. 
3. Section 1.1 Background, second paragraph, third line, page 1-1. Replace “Plant Operable Unit 



(OU)” with “OU”; “OU” is defined earlier on page.   
4. Section 2.1.1 GRRA Groundwater Monitoring, first paragraph, first line, page 2-1. Define 



WMU. 
5. Section 2.3.1 Nature and Extent…, second paragraph, line two, page 2-7. Replace “2010” with 



“2008”.  
6. Section 2.3.3 Groundwater Fate and Transport, first bullet, page 2-10. Converging groundwater 



flow from the northwest is not evident in Figure 2-3 or other information provided. Please 
clarify. 



7. Table 3.1, page 3-4. At a minimum, add CERCLA monitoring wells 515 and 523 (as listed in 
Section 2.2) to monitor the northern extent of the plume(s). 











8. Table 3.1, note d, last sentence, page 3-5. Remove sentence or rewrite to state groundwater 
monitoring is likely not possible at depths shallower than 168 feet bgs.  



9. Section 4.1.2 Quantitative (Statistical) Evaluation, item 1), page 4-2. It is agreed that comparing 
all upgradient monitoring wells to all downgradient monitoring wells at the site is not 
appropriate and intra-well analyses many be the most appropriate approach. However, some 
comparisons of certain upgradient and downgradient monitoring wells may be perfectly 
acceptable. Remove the statement concerning inter-well analysis and provide other justification 
for the use of intra-well analysis. 



10. Section 4.1.2 Quantitative (Statistical) Evaluation, item 1). Data sets should be analyzed for 
seasonal trends prior to conducting a Mann-Kendall test and, if present, seasonal trends should 
be removed or a Seasonal Mann-Kendall test run. 



11. Section 4.1.2 Quantitative (Statistical) Evaluation, page 4-3. It is agreed that the Mann-Kendall 
test does not require special treatment of non-detects in the case of a data set with a single 
detection limit present or if multiple detection limits are present and no detections were made 
between the detection limits. In a case of a data set with multiple detection limits and detects 
present between those limits, special treatment of the data is necessary and simple 
replacement is not appropriate. Please indicate which statistical methods/tests will be used 
when the method or test described in this section is not appropriate.  



12. Section 4.2 Integration of Evaluation of CERCLA…, first paragraph, first sentence, page 4-4; No 
groups for data evaluation are identified in Section 4.1 or 4.2 as stated. Please define these 
groups. 



13. Section 4.4 Evaluating Extraction System…, sixth bullet. State over what time frame or the size 
of the data set that will be used to derive indicator parameter mean values (i.e. six years of data 
or a minimum of 12 data points).  



14. Figure 2-1. Place a blue circle around the symbol representing CERCLA monitoring well 515. 
15. Figure 3-1. Place a blue circle around the symbol representing CERCLA monitoring well 515, and 



523. 
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner; Michele Benchouk;


Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
Date: Friday, April 22, 2016 5:20:30 PM
Attachments: Draft Comments on FMC OU PSVP Resubmittal 4-22-16.docx


Attached are draft EPA comments on the soil remedy PSVP resubmitted by FMC April 19, 2016. 
 Please review and provide any suggested edits or additions to the attached Word document. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


(b) (6)
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DRAFT***April 22, 2016***DRAFT 



EPA COMMENTS 



Performance Standards Verification Plan for the Soil Remedy 



Resubmitted on April 19, 2016 



 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 



EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116 



FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID 



  
On December 23, 2015, FMC submitted a Final (100%) Soil Remedy Engineering Remedial 
Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), and supporting documents, 
including the Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) and the Operations, Monitoring, 
and Maintenance Plan (OMMP).  Pursuant to paragraphs 60 and 61 of the subject UAO, EPA 
disapproved the submittal and provided comments on the Final Soil Remedy Engineering 
Remedial Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) including Appendices A-
1 and B-1, and the RD/RA supporting documents.  FMC was directed to address the comments, 
correct the deficiencies, and resubmit for approval within 14 days, but extensions were granted to 
defer resubmission of the PSVP and OMMP until March 18, 2016.   
 
A revised PSVP was submitted March 18, 2016.  EPA disapproved the resubmittal and provided 
comments on the disapproved resubmittal March 29, 2016. FMC’s response to EPA comments 
on the PSVP resubmittal was provided April 18, 2016, and the revised PSVP itself was provided 
to EPA on April 19, 2016. 
 
Although several EPA comments of March 29, 2016 have been adequately addressed, a number 
were not.  Accordingly, the resubmitted PSVP of April 19, 2016 is disapproved under paragraph 
61 of the subject UAO.    FMC must address the comments, correct the deficiencies, and 
resubmit for approval within 14 days.  The comments below are organized as presented in EPA 
comments of March 29, 2016. 
 
1. The response is partially acceptable.  However, the PSVP must be further modified for 



consistency with the most recent set of comments on the OMMP.  Specifically, the PSVP 
must note that, where inspections are triggered by qualifying storm or seismic events, those 
inspections must occur after each 2-year, 24-hour storm event or greater; each 25-year, 24-
hour storm event or greater; and each qualifying seismic event.  Revise affected sections of 
the document accordingly. 
 



2. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 











3. The response to this comment is partially acceptable.  However, the response and revised 
Section 3.1.2.1 (page 3-7) discuss staggered start times for soil gas measurements.  This 
proposal is, apparently, designed to document day to day and hour to hour variability.  
Because the proposed monitors are essentially real time instruments, such variability 
should be readily observable.  For example, if something were to cause high readings every 
morning at 7:00 am (e.g., truck traffic), elevated readings associated with that event would 
show up once in each of the 24-hour samples, regardless of what time sampling was 
initiated.  Staggering the start times as currently proposed is acceptable, but seems labor 
intensive for little to no return.  If FMC believes staggered sampling is necessary for 
another reason, additional explanation must be provided.   



 
4. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
5. The response to this comment is acceptable.  



 
6. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 
7. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
8. As noted in EPA’s earlier comment, the Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report 



Addendum (June 2015) demonstrated that the shielded sodium iodide detector has adequate 
sensitivity to meet gamma remedial action objectives (RAOs) in the context of background 
levels at the site, including shine. The remedy for this site is not intended to address 
radiation from offsite sources. EPA has not reviewed or agreed to methods and data quality 
objectives (DQOs) for evaluating shine from adjacent sources. Any measurements other 
than those directed at demonstrating achievement of RAOs in the final status surveys 
(FSSs) would be for information only and cannot be used for evaluating effectiveness of 
the remedy. Performance of such surveys must not interfere with effective implementation 
of the approved remedy. 



 
9. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 
10. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 
11. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
12. The response to this comment is partially acceptable.  However, Section 3 numbering is 



still incorrect on pages 3-23 and 3-24.  Correct the PSVP accordingly.  It is important that 
the soil remedy documents are well-crafted, both technically and editorially.  Numerous 
spelling errors have been identified in the revised material.  Correct typographical errors 
throughout the resubmitted PSVP. 



 
13. The response adequately provides clarification regarding the term “significant erosion.”  



However, the first bullet in Section 3.2.4 still does not require that all repairs return the 
gamma cap to its original design thickness.  The PSVP must also be revised to include 
protocols and timelines for re-evaluating cap integrity (both ET and gamma caps) after 











repair, or refer to specific sections of the OMMP for such details.  Revise the PSVP and 
OMMP accordingly. 



 
14. The response is partially acceptable.  However, three issues of concern remain.   



 
• Revised calculations of the number of cap thickness monuments per acre have been 



provided as Appendix B of the PSVP.  The revised calculations assume (per EPA 
comment) the maximum value of 3.0 for “K” for the gamma cap.  The reason for 
EPA’s comment regarding the “K” value of 3.0 for the gamma cap is that maintenance 
of the protective gamma cap thickness is critical over the entire gamma cap surface at 
all times. However, the calculations provided also change the “K” value for the ET cap.  
Consequently, the calculated value of “n” (the number of gamma cap depth markers per 
acre) is relatively unchanged.  The “K” values assumed for the two types of caps do not 
need to be identical and must, instead, reflect the differences in buffer thickness 
between the ET and gamma caps.  
 
The Golder memo of March 14, 2016 set the ET cap “K” value at 1.64, and that appears 
to be a reasonable assumption given the overall thickness of the ET cap which includes 
an erosional buffer of about six inches.  The ET cap “K” value of 1.64 should be 
retained in the calculation.  The “K” value for the gamma cap should be 3.0 to reflect 
the fact that loss of the small gamma cap buffer (0-2 inches) immediately increases 
gamma radiation exposure.  



 
The value for “n” in the equation used in Appendix B is a function of the square of the 
assumed “K” value.  Increasing the gamma cap value of “K” from 1.64 (as originally 
assumed) to the maximum value of 3.0 would, therefore, appear to result in a 
significant change in the calculated value of “n”.  The revised calculations, however, 
suggest only a minor change in “n”.   If different, but still reasonable, assumptions were 
made the calculated number of suggested depth markers could be considerably larger. 
 
The calculations must be revised.  But more importantly, FMC must propose a 
reasonable number of depth markers combined with annual topographic surveys (see 
comment #16 below) for the first five years after gamma cap construction completion, 
and perhaps less frequently thereafter.  
 



• Section 3.1.1.2 of the OMMP explains that “soil depth indicators will typically be 
placed at areas on the ET cap most susceptible to wind and water erosion (i.e., on the 
cap crowns, ridges, and side slopes.”  However, OMMP figures suggested the 
indicators will simply be installed at the center of each grid section.  EPA believes that 
more targeted depth indicator locations, as described in the text, would be appropriate.  
Furthermore, while it is critical to monitor the most susceptible sloped areas, indicators 
must also be located to allow for assessment of soil redistribution in flatter areas less 
subject to water erosion.  In some cases, it may be necessary to have more than one 
indicator per grid area to account for changes in topography.  The PSVP must include 
this clarification and an acknowledgement that minimum soil depth indicator densities 
are proposed on page 3-21. 











 
• Section 3.2.1.2 was removed from the PSVP as part of the April 19, 2016 resubmittal, 



but several sections of the revised plan still refer to Section 3.2.1.2.  Revise the PSVP 
to ensure that references within the document are accurate. 



 
15. The response to this comment appears acceptable, but it is unclear where the described 



revisions have been made in the PSVP.   
 



16. The response is not acceptable.  EPA does not consider it prudent to wait five years for 
topographic surveys to fully evaluate maintenance of required gamma cap thickness.  A 
robust OMMP is a necessary tradeoff, considering the minimal thickness of protective 
cover over the gamma shielding cap.  Monitoring cap thickness is particularly important 
during the initial period of establishment of the cap.  Consequently, the PSVP must be 
revised to require performance of topographic survey transects no less than annually.  The 
frequency of such surveys can be reconsidered after five years.  Cap thickness monitoring 
is a surrogate for performing additional gamma surveys to demonstrate continued 
compliance with RAOs.  However, FMC may wish to consider performance of annual 
gamma radiation surveys as an alternate to annual topographic survey.   
 



17. The response to this comment is partially acceptable in that annual indoor air monitoring 
will continue during each heating season until two consecutive rounds indicate all results 
are below action levels.  However, in accordance with available guidance, indoor air 
monitoring must also be included as a component of the CERCLA five year reviews; revise 
the PSVP and OMMP accordingly.   



 
Additionally, as stated in available guidance and quoted in FMC’s response, “once an 
adequate demonstration of vapor intrusion mitigation system effectiveness has been made, 
indoor air quality generally will be acceptable as long as an adequate pressure difference is 
maintained throughout the footprint of the building.”  In the second paragraph of their 
response, FMC discusses annual mitigation system evaluations and performance testing 
after system or building modifications.  In keeping with available guidance, the mitigation 
system should be inspected and evaluated quarterly for at least the first two years, 
potentially decreasing in frequency to semiannually or annually if no concerns are 
encountered and with EPA approval.  Moreover, any substantial modifications to the 
mitigation system or building (including, but not limited to, expansion of the building 
footprint, changes that affect air flow within or around the building) may necessitate 
additional indoor air sampling.  Revise the PSVP and OMMP accordingly.    



 
18. Although Table 3 now requires fenceline monitoring if the PH3 concentration in outdoor 



air samples exceeds 1.0 ppm, the text of Section 3.2.4 has not yet been modified to include 
this requirement.  Similarly, Section 3.2.4 does not specify action(s) to be taken if indoor 
air PH3 concentrations are found to exceed 1.0 ppm.  Revise the PSVP accordingly. 



 
19. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
20. The response to this comment is acceptable. 











 
21. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
22. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
23. The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
24. The response to this comment is acceptable, pending resolution of Comment 16 above 



regarding annual topographic surveys of the gamma caps. 
 



25. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 



26. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 



27. The response to this comment is acceptable, but Footnote 6 to Table 3 now concludes with 
an incomplete sentence.  Revise the footnote for clarity and completeness. 



 















From: Kelly Wright
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper Appenay; Arnold


 Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller;
 susanh@ida.net; McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: Analytical Results
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:39:29 AM


More Importantly about the head space measurements, you neglected to state that was after KW
 had them open for at least 24 hours prior to them taking these measurements.  This is a major
 concern because several of these drums were violating the OSHA TWA of 0.3 ppm. Which brings up
 another concern as we have stated for years, worker protection. What sort of PPE were used by KW
 during these measurements?
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:04 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Virginia
 Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele
 Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
 <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Analytical Results
 
Kelly:
 
I also reviewed the handwritten head-space readings taken by KW when on site March 17, 2016.  A
 copy of that data, and data from leak detection testing around the drums taken by KW March 29,
 2016 have been sent to you.  It’s also attached to this e-mail.  Please telephone me if you have any
 questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:51 AM
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To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Virginia
 Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele
 Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
 <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Analytical Results
 
Kelly,
 
On March 17, 2016 I was on-site with Jonathan.  I communicated with Jonathan regarding
 phosphine venting from the drums stored on-site.  Jonathan stated he was not aware
 phosphine was venting and would request the drums be checked. To date, this information has
 not been provided.  Cliff Merrill and Jonathan were present when we discussed the drums and
 Mr. Merrill indicated Mark Smith from Kase Warbonnet would provide the Tribes with a
 copy of the analysis. 
 
The Tribes commented on the Draft Vault Work Plan Closure including a request for analysis
 be completed on gw wells down gradient. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 12:18 PM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:
 


Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste
 incinerator contain sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former
 large-capacity septic system vault.  The sludge has not been tested but instead,
 consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the approved work plan, is being
 managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft
 closure plan, and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and
 IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by
 FMC contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of
 the work when onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s
 contractor to you, as the Tribes’ representative, at the same time those reports are
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 sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you
 over the telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please
 feel free to telephone me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold
 Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of
 waste leaving the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers
 for these drums leaving the site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there
 should be 78 samples from each drum verifying the content. This material is not
 homogenous as shown in their own words that north portion of the material was
 hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


<2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure -
 Rev Aug 2015.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper Appenay; Arnold


 Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller;
 susanh@ida.net; McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: Analytical Results
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:04:13 AM
Attachments: TC Vault South Cell Solids Drum PH3 Monitoring_3 29 16.pdf


Kelly:
 
I also reviewed the handwritten head-space readings taken by KW when on site March 17, 2016.  A
 copy of that data, and data from leak detection testing around the drums taken by KW March 29,
 2016 have been sent to you.  It’s also attached to this e-mail.  Please telephone me if you have any
 questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:51 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Virginia
 Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele
 Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
 <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Analytical Results
 
Kelly,
 
On March 17, 2016 I was on-site with Jonathan.  I communicated with Jonathan regarding
 phosphine venting from the drums stored on-site.  Jonathan stated he was not aware
 phosphine was venting and would request the drums be checked. To date, this information has
 not been provided.  Cliff Merrill and Jonathan were present when we discussed the drums and
 Mr. Merrill indicated Mark Smith from Kase Warbonnet would provide the Tribes with a
 copy of the analysis. 
 
The Tribes commented on the Draft Vault Work Plan Closure including a request for analysis
 be completed on gw wells down gradient. 
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Training Center Vault Closure Project 



Drummed South Cell Solids  



Head Space and Leak Detection PH3 Monitoring Data 



(PH3 Results in ppm) 



Head Space Monitoring             Leak Detection Monitoring 



Drum #  Checked          Ship Date       Checked 
     3/17/16                   3/29/16 



1 0.76      3/29/16    0.00 



2 0.55      3/29/16    0.00 



3 0.47      3/29/19    0.00 



4 0.56      3/29/16    0.00 



5 1.52      3/29/16    0.00 



6 1.53      On‐site     0.00 



7 2.59      On‐site     0.00     



8 1.43      On‐site     0.00 



9 2.11      3/29/16    0.00 



10 1.48      On‐site     0.00 



11 0.50      3/29/16    0.00   



12 0.66      3/29/16    0.00 



13 1.43      On‐site     0.00 



14 1.19      3/29/16    0.00 



15 1.41      On‐site     0.00 



16 0.44      On‐site     0.00 



17 0.59      3/29/16    0.00       



18 1.22      3/29/16    0.00 



19 0.69      3/29/16    0.00 



20 1.01      3/29/16    0.00 



21 1.55      On‐site     0.00 



22 1.51      3/29/16    0.00 



23 0.25      3/29/16    0.00       



24 1.11      3/29/16    0.00 



25 0.95      On‐site     0.00 



26 0.68      On‐site     0.00 



27 0.77      3/29/16    0.00     



28 0.68      On‐site     0.00 











29 0.84      3/29/16    0.00 



30 0.96      On‐site     0.00 



31 1.92      3/29/16    0.00 



32 1.49      3/29/16    0.00 



33 1.83      3/29/16    0.00 



34 2.49      3/29/16    0.00 



35 1.43      3/29/16    0.00 



36 1.61      3/29/16    0.00 



37 0.66      3/29/16    0.00 



38 1.33      3/29/16    0.00 



39 1.77      On‐site     0.00 



40 1.77      On‐site     0.00   



41 1.30      3/29/16    0.00 



42 1.35      3/29/16    0.00 



43 1.56      3/29/16    0.00 



44 1.36      3/29/16    0.00     



45 0.87      3/29/16    0.00 



46 0.61      3/29/16    0.00     



47 0.31      3/29/16    0.00   



48 0.37      On‐site     0.00 



49 0.76      On‐site     0.00 



50 0.99      On‐site     0.00 



51 0.78      3/29/16    0.00 



52 0.85      3/29/16    0.00 



53 0.26      3/29/16    0.00 



54 0.19      3/29/16    0.00 



55 0.84      3/29/16    0.00 



56 0.86      3/29/16    0.00   



57 0.70      On‐site     0.00 



58 0.87      On‐site     0.00 



59 1.34      On‐site     0.00 



60 1.13      3/29/16    0.00 



61 1.18      3/29/16    0.00 



62 0.98      3/29/16    0.00 



63 1.01      3/29/16    0.00 



64 0.91      3/29/16    0.00 



65 0.87      3/29/16    0.00 



66 0.11      On‐site     0.00 



67 0.79      3/29/16    0.00 



68 0.81      3/29/16    0.00 



69 1.97      3/29/16    0.00 











70 2.01      On‐site     0.00 



71 0.75      3/29/16    0.00   



72 1.07      3/29/16    0.00 



73 1.11      3/29/16    0.00 



74 0.71      3/29/16    0.00 



75 1.55      3/29/16    0.00 



76 1.61      3/29/16    0.00 



77 0.64      On‐site     0.00 



78 0.87      On‐site     0.00 



79 1.35      On‐site     0.00 



80 1.53      3/29/16    0.00 



81 2.22      3/29/16    0.00 



82 1.11      3/29/16    0.00 



83 2.06      3/29/16    0.00 



84 1.57      3/29/16    0.00 



85 0.46      On‐site     0.00 



86 0.37      On‐site     0.00 



87 0.47      On‐site     0.00 



88 0.64      3/29/16    0.00 



89 1.35      On‐site     0.00 



90 0.43      3/29/16    0.00 



91 1.78      3/29/16    0.00 



92 0.79      3/29/16    0.00 



93 0.47      3/29/16    0.00 



94 0.28      3/29/16    0.00 



95 0.56      On‐site     0.00 



96 0.29      On‐site     0.00 



97 1.60      3/29/16    0.00 



98 0.28      3/29/16    0.00 



99 0.63      On‐site     0.00 



100 1.61      On‐site     0.00 



101 0.89      3/29/16    0.00 



102 0.15      On‐site     0.00 



103 1.11      3/29/16    0.00 



104 0.31      On‐site     0.00 



105 0.43      On‐site     0.00 



106 0.90      On‐site     0.00 



107 0.53      On‐site     0.00 



108 N/A      3/29/16    0.00 



109 N/A      3/29/16    0.00 



110 N/A      3/29/16    0.00 


















Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 12:18 PM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste
 incinerator contain sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former
 large-capacity septic system vault.  The sludge has not been tested but instead,
 consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the approved work plan, is being
 managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft
 closure plan, and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and
 IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by
 FMC contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of
 the work when onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s
 contractor to you, as the Tribes’ representative, at the same time those reports are
 sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you
 over the telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please
 feel free to telephone me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>



x-msg://620/Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

x-msg://620/williams.jonathan@epa.gov

http://sbtribes.com/

x-msg://620/Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov





Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold
 Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of
 waste leaving the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers
 for these drums leaving the site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there
 should be 78 samples from each drum verifying the content. This material is not
 homogenous as shown in their own words that north portion of the material was
 hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


<2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure -
 Rev Aug 2015.pdf>
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Michele Benchouk; Zavala, Bernie; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC OU Call Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for April 21, 2016 at 2 pm Mountain Time
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:43:57 PM
Attachments: Draft comments on FMC resumitted OMMP 4-20-16.docx


DRAFT Comments on Resubmitted RDR and RAWP 4-20-16.docx
DRAFT Comments on Revised CCP CQCP HASP 4-20-16.docx
Draft HSR Comments 3-24-16.docx


Topics to cover on the bi-weekly call April 21, 2016 include:
 


·        Draft EPA comments on the resubmitted OMMP
·        Draft EPA comments on the resubmitted CCP and CQCP
·        Draft EPA comments on resubmitted RDR and RAWP Text
·        Draft EPA comments on Hydrogeologic Study Report as revised January 2015
·        Development of EPA comments on the PSVP resubmitted April 19, 2016
·        Continued development of comments on the groundwater remedy intermediate RD


 submittal
 
The draft EPA comments are attached.
 
BAH will initiate the call.  Here’s the phone info.
 
Dial In - 
Passcode – 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


Non-
Responsi
ve


Non-
Responsive


Non-
Responsive
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DRAFT***April 20, 2016***DRAFT  



 
EPA COMMENTS 



 
Interim Soil Remedy Final Remedial Design Report and Remedial Action Work Plan 



Resubmitted April 11, 2016 
 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116 



 
FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID 



 
 
EPA has reviewed the April 11, 2016 response to comments and associated changes in the 
resubmitted RDR and RAWP, based on EPA’s comments of April 5, 2016.  Generally, EPA 
comments have been adequately addressed.  However, two comments were not adequately 
addressed, and an additional concern brought to EPA’s attention by the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes April 7, 2016 will need to be addressed. 
 
The comments below do not address RAWP Appendices A-2 and B-2 submitted March 18, 
2016, and resubmitted April 6, 2016 in response to EPA comments of April 1, 2016.  The 
comments below also do not address the PSVP resubmitted March 18, 2016, and April 19, 2016 
or the OMMP resubmitted March 25, 2016.  EPA comments on the resubmitted PSVP and 
OMMP are forthcoming.  Finally, the comments below do not address the Draft Institutional 
Control and Implementation Assurance Plan (ICIAP) submitted March 2015.  EPA comments on 
that plan are also forthcoming.  
 
1.  With regard to Comment B.1, FMC will be considering localized erosion control options and 
water energy dissipation techniques.  Where feasible and appropriate, FMC may also need to 
consider implementation of additional storm water diversion channels. Revise accordingly.  
  
2.  An enhanced schedule for capping activity in RAWP Figure 7-2 has yet to be provided.  As 
discussed during the Pre-Construction Meeting in Pocatello, Idaho April 7, 2016, EPA requires 
the long-duration tasks on the current schedule to be broken down into more discrete items, 
similar to what has been provided with regard to the RA-G North redevelopment effort (RAWP 
Figure 7-1). 
 
3.  On April 7, 2016, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes expressed concern that a cultural resources 
survey had not been conducted in the portion of the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA) where 
soil excavation to a depth of ten feet is planned.  EPA has since been working with the Tribes to 
address this concern.  This may require additional, yet unspecified, revisions and/or addendums 
to the RDR and RAWP. 













 
DRAFT *** April 20, 2016 *** DRAFT 



 
EPA COMMENTS 



 
Soil Remedial Action Grading and Cap Construction Phase 



Construction Plan, Construction Quality Control Plan, and Health and Safety Plan 
 



Resubmitted April 6, 2016 
 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
 



EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116 
 



FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID 
 



On December 23, 2015, FMC submitted a Final (100%) Soil Remedy Engineering Remedial 
Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), and supporting documents. EPA 
disapproved the submittal and provided comments February 6, 2016 on the Final Soil Remedy 
Engineering Remedial Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), and 
supporting RD/RA documents. FMC resubmitted documents in response to EPA comments of 
February 6, 2016 on March 11, March 18, March 24, and March 25. Some comments are still 
being addressed by FMC.  
 
On March 23, 2016, FMC submitted the Soil Remedial Action Contractor Construction Plan 
(CCP) and Construction Quality Control Plan (CQCP), and Health and Safety Plan (HSP) for 
Grading and Gamma/ET Cap Construction. Each of these documents was prepared by 
Envirocon, Inc. in their role as Remedial Action Contractor for the soil remedy 2016 field season 
remedial action construction. The remedial action CCP and CQCP, upon EPA approval, are to be 
Appendices A-2 and B-2 of the Remedial Action Work Plan.  
 
EPA provided comments on the remedial action CCP (RAWP Appendix A-2), CQCP (RAWP 
Appendix B-2), and HSP (RAWP Appendix H) on April 1, 2016.  Revised versions of these 
appendices were submitted by FMC on April 6, 2016.  Although many of the comments have 
been satisfactorily addressed, some have not been.  Accordingly, the CCP and CACP are 
disapproved under paragraph 60 of the subject UAO. FMC must address the comments, correct 
the deficiencies, and resubmit for approval within 14 days consistent with paragraph 61 of the 
UAO. The remaining issues, presented below follow the order of EPA’s April 1, 2016 
comments.  EPA also provides further comment on the Health and Safety Plan for FMC’s 
consideration in developing an accurate and unambiguous plan for this component of work.  
 
On March 23, 2016, EPA approved FMC’s request to begin preconditioning of Western 
Undeveloped Area (WUA) soils in preparation for soil cap construction during the 2016 field 
season. On March 30, 2016 EPA approved limited remedial action construction work within the 
redevelopment lease area of RA-G North.  Other remedial action construction work planned for 
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the 2016 field season may not commence at least until EPA has approved the resubmitted CCP 
and CQCP. 
 
On April 7, 2016, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes expressed concern that a cultural resources 
survey had not been conducted in the portion of the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA) where 
soil excavation to a depth of ten feet is planned.  EPA has since been working with the Tribes to 
address this concern.  This may require additional, yet unspecified, revisions and/or addendums 
to the CCP and CQCP. 
 
A. Comments on the CCP for Grading and Gamma/ET Construction 



 
1. Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
2. Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1: The response to this comment is acceptable.  EPA 



understands that all changes from the approved Remedial Design will be included in the 
Requests for Information log and communicated to EPA during weekly construction 
progress meetings.  Prior EPA approval will be needed for all changes that deviate from the 
approved soil remedy design drawings or that may otherwise affect achievement of 
Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs). 



 
3. Section 1.2, Project Description, page 1: The response is partially acceptable.  The text has 



been changed to reflect the fact that final disposition decisions for USC P4 material within 
RA-F2 and RA-A must be made before grading and capping can proceed in these areas.  
However, FMC and Envirocon must also submit a more detailed field schedule for the 
upcoming work, specifically indicating the date on which grading is expected to begin in 
these areas.  Such details will inform all parties with regard to the time frame within which 
decisions must be made to allow movement of the USC P4 prior to grading.   



 
In addition, FMC must clarify whether additional grading is needed prior to capping along 
the east side of RA-G South-2.  During a site visit on April 7, 2016, it did not appear that 
this area had been fully graded as required to allow for capping all the way down to the 
haul road as shown on RDR Drawing 2-5.  If additional grading is required, the CCP and 
CQCP must also include that component of planned earthwork.  Any regrading required to 
repair erosional damage on previously graded areas must   also be identified, along with 
plans/schedules for confirmatory topographic surveys of as-built sub-grades as necessary.  
 



4. Section 1.2, Project Description, page 2: The response is partially acceptable.  EPA 
understands that, as stated in the response, the RA-F cap will extend down to and around 
the limits of the substation.  The response goes on to note that the square footage for RA-F 
includes this area.  Thus, to avoid the suggestion that the substation area itself will receive 
a cap, revise Table 1-2 to delete reference to gamma capping at the Don Substation. 



 
5. Table 1-2, page 2: The response to this comment is acceptable.   
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6. Section 1.2, Project Description, page 3: The response to this comment is acceptable.   



 
7. Section 2.2.1, Mobilization, page 4: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
8. Section 2.2.2, Permits, page 4: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
9. Section 2.2.2, Permits, page 6: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
10. Section 2.2.3, Erosion and Sediment Controls, page 7: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. However, based on significant erosional damage observed at RA-E South 
where erosion control blankets (ECBs) were not used, and the apparent early success of 
such measures in preventing erosion on RA-H East slopes, FMC should consider 
expanding the use of ECBs to include longer slopes around the site that may not exceed the 
maximum 4H:1V grade but might still be particularly vulnerable to water erosion. 



 
11. Section 2.4, Earthwork, page 8: The response to this comment is acceptable, pending EPA 



receipt and review of the Design Engineer’s plan for repairing erosional damage to ET-
capped areas at RA-E South, RA-H East, and RA-H West; and observed damage to and 
improper installation of the stormwater conveyance ditch along the south side of the haul 
road at RA-G South.  



 
12. Section 2.4.2, Preconditioning and Excavation at the Western Undeveloped Area, page 9: 



The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 



13. Section 2.4.2, Preconditioning and Excavation at the Western Undeveloped Area, page 9: 
The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
14. Section 2.4.2, Preconditioning and Excavation at the Western Undeveloped Area, page 9: 



The response to this comment is acceptable.   
 



15. Section 2.4.4, Gamma Cap Construction, page 10: The response to this comment is 
acceptable 



 
16. Section 2.4.5, General Sequence, pages 10 and 11: The response to this comment is 



acceptable, pending receipt of a more detailed field schedule for the upcoming work than 
currently provided in the RAWP.  As discussed during the Pre-Construction Meeting on 
April 7, 2016, this schedule should break the long-duration capping tasks in RAWP Figure 
7-2 into more discrete subtasks so that the anticipated flow of work (including overlaps) 
can be reviewed. 



 
17. Section 2.4.5, General Sequence, pages 10 and 11: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. 
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18. Section 2.4.5, General Sequence, pages 10 and 11: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. 
 
19. Section 3.3, Fuel and Spill Control, page 13: The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 
20. Section 4.1, Stormwater Conveyance Systems Construction, page 16: The response to this 



comment is acceptable. 
 
21. Section 4.1, Stormwater Conveyance Systems Construction, page 16: The response to this 



comment is acceptable. 
 
B. Comments on the CQCP for Grading and Gamma/ET Construction 



 
1. Section 1.1, Introduction, page 1: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
2. Section 1.1, Introduction, page 1: The response to this comment is partially acceptable.  



However, the comment specifically asked that FMC expand the scope of earthwork 
activities for which quality control is needed to include grading in the southwest corner of 
RA-F2, the southernmost portion of the Don Substation area, and the northern portion of 
RA-F.  This portion of the comment has not yet been properly addressed.  Expand the 
CQCP accordingly, and add in grading at RA-G South-2 if deemed necessary in 
accordance with Comment A.3 above. 



 
3. Section 2.0, Project Organization, pages 3 and 4: The response to this comment is partially 



acceptable with the addition of Figure 2-1 to the CQCP.  However, the placement of MWH 
on this organizational chart is unclear.  Because all aspects of the soil remedy grading and 
capping at the FMC OU is under the direction and supervision of MWH as the Supervising 
Contractor designated by FMC, it would appear that they should be shown directly below 
the FMC Project Manager, instead of off to the side as an apparent consultant to the FMC 
Project Coordinator.  Clarify how MWH will fulfill their role under Paragraph 25 of the 
UAO without direct lines of authority and communication with the field team, or revise the 
figure accordingly. 
 



4. Section 2.1.4, Idaho Registered Land Surveyor, page 4: The response to this comment is 
acceptable. 



 
5. Section 2.2.1, Pre-Construction Meeting, page 6: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. 
 
6. Section 6.1, Construction Activities, page 11: The response to this comment is acceptable, 



pending receipt of a more detailed field schedule for the upcoming work (as discussed in 
Comment A.16 above). 
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7. Section 7.0, Earthwork, pages 12 through 16: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
8. Section 7.3, Construction Quality Control Evaluation, page 13: The response is partially 



acceptable with regard to clarifications on quality control activities for topographic survey 
of the newly graded areas and the final cap surface (which will be reviewed by the QA 
engineer).  However, the CQCP still does not make it clear that topographic surveys will be 
conducted periodically throughout cap construction as specified in Section 3.2 of the CCP.  
Expand the second paragraph in this section to note that topographic surveys will also be 
used to document the elevation of the ET cap “soil cover dome” as discussed in Section 
5.5.1 of the RDR (which will be used to confirm that design grades have been achieved 
prior to placement of the topsoil layer), and identify any QA/QC efforts associated with this 
component. 



 
9. Table 7.2, Minimum Frequency of Testing for CQC Evaluation of Cover Soil, page 14: The 



response to this comment is acceptable.   
 



10. Section 10.1.2, Daily Reports, page 21: The response to this comment is acceptable.   
 
C. Comments on the HSP for Gamma/ET Capping, Stormwater Conveyance 



Construction, and RA-G North Redevelopment Project 
 



1. The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 



2. Key Emergency Information Slip Sheet: The phone number listed for the Physicians 
Immediate Care Center in Pocatello is still incorrect in both the emergency services list and 
Section 17.6 of the HSP.  
 



3. Emergency Contact List: The response to this comment is acceptable. 
 



4. Location of First Aid Kits, Fire Extinguishers, and Spill Kits Slip Sheet: The response to 
this comment is acceptable.  



 
5. Section 2.1, Stop Work Authority, page 3: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
6. Section 3.0, Site Description, page 3: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
7. Section 4.0, Scope of Work, page 3: The response to this comment is acceptable. 



 
8. Section 9.1, Contaminants of Concern, page 12: The permissible exposure limit (PEL) now 



listed for respirable (<4 microns) particulates is incomplete.  Correct the table to present the 
formula as 10/[%SiO2 + 2] and include the unit of measure as micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3).  
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9. Section 10.2, Respiratory Protection Standard, page 15: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. 
 



10. Section 11.2, Integrated Personal Air Monitoring, page 18: The response to this comment is 
acceptable. 



 
11. Section 12.3, Site Traffic Control, page 19: The response to this comment is acceptable.   



 
12. Section 17.8, Drills and Exercises, page 27: The response to this comment is acceptable.  



 
13. Attachment D, Subcontractor Kick-off Checklist: The response to this comment is 



acceptable. 
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**** DRAFT **** 
 



EPA Review of FMC’s Responses to Comments and Additional Comments 
Hydrogeologic Study Report (January 2015 Revision)  



 
FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 
 



March 24, 2016 
 
 



Overall, the revised document was much improved and adequately addresses most previous EPA 
comments.  An evaluation of FMC’s response to each of those comments is presented below in 
Sections A and B.  Comments are presented as organized in the original comment letter and 
FMC’s response dated January 9, 2015.  New comments developed during the course of this 
review are also provided below in Section C.  
 
A. General Comments 
 



1. EPA concurs with FMC that the main objectives for this Hydrogeologic Study 
Report (HSR) were met.  However, review of the report has identified some issues to 
be addressed during remedial design (RD) for the groundwater extraction and 
treatment system.   The main issues that were found during this review are described 
in the following general comments. 



 
FMC Response:  Acknowledged, as stated in the Hydrogeologic Study Report (HSR), 
the objectives of the study were to advance the Remedial Design of the hydraulic 
containment system (HCS) and evaluation of extracted water management options. No 
revision to the HRS is required. 



 
EPA Review:  Response is acceptable.  No revision to report required.  



 
2. This report concludes that hydraulic conductivities were previously overestimated. 



EPA agrees with this assessment and expects it to inform the groundwater extraction 
system 30 percent RD. 



 
FMC Response:  Acknowledged, the results of the hydrogeologic study have been 
used to inform the design of the HCS.  The Preliminary (30%) Remedial Design is 
based on the simulation of the reconfigured multiple well extraction system (refined 
preliminary design described in the HRS) with eleven extraction wells extracting at 
pumping rates consistent with well capacities observed during the pump tests. No 
revision to the HRS is required. 



 
EPA Review:  Response is acceptable.  No revision to report required.  



 
1 



 











 



 
3. The report does not mention plans to use its results for development of a groundwater 



monitoring network for the operational assessment of the capture of the COCs. EPA 
expects that the 30 percent RD submittal will include a proposed compliance monitoring 
plan. 



 
FMC Response:  The Preliminary Draft Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) 
for the groundwater remedy that will be submitted with the Preliminary (30%) Remedial 
Design submittal describes the inputs and metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of the 
HCS.  The performance/effectiveness of the hydraulic capture of the HCS will be 
evaluated consistent with the Systematic Approach for Evaluation of Capture Zones at 
Pump and Treat Systems (EPA, 2008) with primary inputs from 1) groundwater 
monitoring performed pursuant to the Interim CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan 
(ICGMP), until superseded when the Final Groundwater Monitoring Plan is approved by 
EPA, for site-wide groundwater elevations and COC concentration and trend evaluation 
inputs and 2) the Operation Monitoring and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan for the 
groundwater remedy for extraction well pumping rates and drawdown inputs. The 
Preliminary (30%) Remedial Design presents the approximate locations of the eight (8) 
additional extraction wells (in addition to the three (3) installed during the hydrogeologic 
study) and ten (10) additional piezometers (in addition to the six (6) piezometers installed 
during the hydrogeologic study) to be installed during the remedial action. Water level 
measurements at the sixteen piezometers will be used to assist in the interpretation of 
water levels and calculation of hydraulic gradients and flow rates, and the capture zone 
(horizontal and vertical). No revision to the HSR is required. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.  The monitoring plan and the PSVP to 
be developed during remedial design must specify criteria to be used for adequate 
monitoring, verification of contaminant plume capture, for  evaluating performance of 
the HCS, and interpretation of data to evaluate system is operation The preliminary RD 
did not accomplish this.  Add a paragraph in the recommendations section which states 
that this must be accomplished during RD. 
 



4. The information in this report and other hydrogeologic investigations needs to inform 
the initial placement of extraction wells, and the RD approach, to most effectively 
capture the COC plume and reduce COC mass.  This should include an iterative or 
adaptive management RD approach. 



 
FMC Response:  Acknowledged, the placement of the initial three (3) extraction wells 
during the hydrogeologic study was informed by the significant body of data, analyses 
and evaluations presented in the Groundwater Current Conditions Report, the 
Groundwater Modeling Report, and the Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS). Based 
on those extensive evaluations, EPA selected the remedial action specified in the 
Interim Record of Decision Amendment for the FMC OU. The groundwater remedial 
action requires installation of an interim groundwater extraction/treatment system to 
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contain contaminated groundwater, thereby preventing contaminated groundwater from 
migrating beyond the FMC OU and into the Simplot OU and/or adjoining springs or the 
Portneuf River.  The preliminary design was based on five (5) extraction wells located 
along the northeastern FMC Plant Site boundary; however, as described in the HSR, the 
information gathered during the study resulted in a refined preliminary design that 
consists of eleven (11) extraction wells located along the northeastern FMC Plant Site 
boundary. As the remedial design progresses from the preliminary to final design, 
further refinements (or iterations) are likely. In addition, during start-up and operation 
of the groundwater extraction system, actual extraction (pump) rates at the wells will 
likely be adjusted (compared to design rates) as necessary to optimize the system. No 
revision to the HSR is required. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.  Add text to Section 7.0 to clarify that 
installation of extraction wells will follow a phased approach.  Analysis of 72-hour 
pumping well aquifer tests and chemical concentration data from the newly installed 
wells will be used iteratively to guide location and installation of subsequent extraction 
and monitoring wells. 



 
B. Specific Comments 
 
Please note that there is no specific comment number 2 to be addressed in this section. 
 
1. Section 1.2 Objectives of Hydrogeologic Study, page 1-2 
 



Another important aspect of the remedial design which was not mentioned are the 
monitoring wells that will be used for both operational assessment (capture zone 
analyses based on hydraulic monitoring) and groundwater quality compliance 
monitoring. This document doesn’t include any discussion on the monitoring wells that 
will be used or installed to assess the adequacy of the configuration of the extraction 
wells to demonstrate capture of the contaminated groundwater. The 30% RD must 
generally describe how the operational assessment and compliance monitoring will be 
conducted. 



 
The information in this report must also be used to consider whether the most effective 
location for the extraction wells is as presented in this section. EPA is inclined to think that 
extraction wells located within or just down-gradient of the higher COC concentration or 
source areas may be more effective than extraction wells at the property boundary. As an 
example, Figure 5-8 illustrates the potentiometric surface and drawdown results from the 
72-hour pump test and it also shows that location EW-02 may be too close to the other two 
extraction wells which limits its effectiveness.  It is also interesting to compare Figure 5-8 
with Figure 6-3 (simulated flow paths). These two figures are not very consistent with each 
other, and suggest different hydraulic conditions were observed than predicted by the flow 
model. This suggests the need to install additional extraction wells, and use an iterative RD 
approach to most efficiently maximize and demonstrate plume capture. 
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FMC Response:  As described in FMC’s response to EPA General Comment 3, the 
Preliminary Draft Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) for the groundwater 
remedy that will be submitted with the Preliminary (30%) Remedial Design submittal 
generally describes the inputs and metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of the HCS.  
The performance/effectiveness of the hydraulic capture of the HCS will be evaluated 
consistent with the Systematic Approach for Evaluation of Capture Zones at Pump and 
Treat Systems (EPA, 2008) with primary inputs from 1) the ICGMP, until superseded 
when the Final Groundwater Monitoring Plan is approved by EPA, for site-wide 
groundwater elevations and COC concentration and trend evaluation inputs and 2) the 
OM&M Plan for the groundwater remedy. 



 
The groundwater remedial design is based on the EPA-selected remedial action specified 
in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment (IRODA) for the FMC OU.  The 
groundwater remedial action requires installation of an interim groundwater 
extraction/treatment system to contain contaminated groundwater, thereby preventing 
contaminated groundwater from migrating beyond the FMC OU and into the Simplot 
OU and/or adjoining springs or the Portneuf River. The comment’s suggestion that 
“EPA is inclined to think that extraction wells located within or just down-gradient of the 
higher COC concentration or source areas may be more effective than extraction wells at 
the property boundary” is inconsistent with EPA’s selected remedy.  As described in 
Section 8.5.3 of the IRODA, EPA’s Selected Interim Amended Groundwater Remedy is 
Groundwater Alternative 2 (Source Control, Institutional Controls, Long-Term 
Monitoring, Hydraulic Containment of Contaminated  Groundwater at the Former 
Operations Area Boundary, and Treatment and Disposal of Contaminated Groundwater) 
(emphasis added) that does not include extraction wells located near source areas. In 
contrast, EPA did not select Groundwater Alternative 3 (Source Controls, Institutional 
Controls, Long-Term Monitoring, Hydraulic Containment of Contaminated 
Groundwater at Former Operations Area Boundary, Groundwater Extraction at Source 
Areas, and Treatment and Disposal of Contaminated Groundwater). (emphasis added) 



 
With respect to the pump test results described in the HSR, the drawdown measured in 
the field during testing, and displayed in Figure 5-8 is not inconsistent with the results 
presented in Figure 6-3.  In fact these results are consistent with EPA understanding with 
regard to drawdown versus capture zones.  In Figure 6 from the Systematic Approach for 
Evaluation of Capture Zones at Pump and Treat Systems (EPA, 2008) the difference 
between capture zones and drawdown is addressed as a function of the background 
hydraulic gradient. Because of the limited pumping capacity of the extraction wells, 
relative to the initial evaluation, both the drawdown and the capture zones are more 
limited in areal extent. However, the differences between the two are expected based on 
the hydraulic gradient observed in the area and are consistent with the understanding of 
the hydrogeologic system of the site.  Finally, as described in FMC’s response to EPA 
General Comment 4, an iterative approach to the groundwater remedial design is 
appropriate. No revision of the HSR is warranted. 



 
EPA Review:  This response is partly acceptable.  Although the remedy selected in 2012 
was Alternative 2 per the IRODA, without extraction wells in the source areas, the 
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extraction/treatment system will need to be designed to best meet RAOs and optimize 
operations.  Information obtained about the plume during RD and/or RA may lead to 
extracting groundwater at locations further up-gradient than depicted in the conceptual 
remedial design.  Add text to clarify that extraction wells will be installed during 
Remedial Design to follow an optimized phased approach, and optimization efforts will 
continue during Remedial Action.    



 
3. Figure 1-3 



 
 An additional figure should be included prior to Figure 1-3 that shows the actual 



measured groundwater elevation for a known date. (Section 6 of this report shows 
good agreement with the model result and the actual measured groundwater 
elevations.) 



 
FMC Response: Agreed, a new Figure 1-3 has been added depicting measured 
groundwater elevations and the modeled groundwater figure will be renumbered to Figure 
1-5.  The text has been revised to reference the new and renumbered figures. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is acceptable, and the report revisions responsive.   



 
4. Figure 1-4b 



 
The line of section should be shown on this figure in addition to Figure 1-4a. 



 
FMC Response:  Figure 1-4b has been revised per the comment. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is acceptable, and revision responsive.  



 
5. Section 2.1 Hydrogeologic Study Design, page 2-1 



 
 The text state that the western three (3) wells or EW-01, 02 and 03 “…were predicated 



to capture the majority of the groundwater flow from beneath the FMC plant site and all 
the flow from the western ponds and central plant areas.” This may be an 
overstatement, and should be re-written to clarify what portion of the contaminated 
groundwater plume these extraction wells are able to capture. These three wells are 
screened in the upper aquifer and will capture affected groundwater based on pumping 
rate and hydraulic influence. Explain their capture zone in relation to the COC plume. 



 
FMC Response:  As stated in the first sentence in Section 2.0, this section summarizes 
the components of the hydrogeologic study and is not intended to present results or 
findings of the study. The text in the second paragraph was taken directly from the 
Groundwater Extraction Zone Hydrogeologic Study Work Plan (EZHWP; January 2014) 
and provided the rationale for selecting the western three extraction wells for installation 
during the hydrogeologic study. However, to avoid potential confusion a sentence has 
been added after the second sentence in the second paragraph of Section 2.1: 
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“The implications of the findings of the Hydrogeologic Study on the design of the 
HCS are described in Sections 6.0 (Groundwater Model Update) and Section 7.0 
(Summary and Findings).” 
 



Consistent with the inserted text, the capture potential of the three wells (EW-01, 02 and 
03) was evaluated using the updated groundwater model and that evaluation is described 
in Section 6.3 of the HSR. 



 
EPA Response:  The response is partly acceptable.   Add text in Sections 6.3 and 7 to 
clearly state that our current understanding does not support the earlier predicted 
capture of the majority of the groundwater flow by three wells and is no longer valid.  



 
6. Section 4.2 Field and Laboratory Analytical Results, page 4-6 and Table 4-2  



 
The expanded parameter list does not appear to have been used when analyzing 
groundwater samples.  Groundwater samples from the plume need to be analyzed using 
the expanded list prior to concluding how groundwater will be treated. State that this 
data will be obtained during RD, and include a schedule for that work in the 30 percent 
RD submittal. 



 
FMC Response:  The groundwater samples collected during the hydrogeologic study 
were analyzed for the constituents listed on Table 3-2 of the EPA approved EZHWP. 
Per Appendix F of the EZHWP (EPA and Agency Comments on the Hydrogeologic 
Study Work Plan (July 2013) and FMC Responses/Revisions), FMC responded to a 
comment suggesting an “expanded” list of parameters as follows: 



 
Table 3-2 - The Tribes request total metals and radionuclides be analyzed for. 
The Tribes request this information prior to discharge of any water within the 
FMC OU. Pumping at a low flow may be more representative of actual 
groundwater conditions, at least for the initial first 10 minutes prior to sampling. 



 
The laboratory analytical methods specified for the metals listed on Table 3-2 of the 
Work Plan are for total metals. No field or laboratory filtration of the groundwater 
samples for dissolved constituent analyses is proposed. As summarized in Section 8.1 
of the EPA-approved GWCCR: 



 
Supplemental sampling events for expanded metals, organic compound and 
radionuclide analytical parameters have provided further evidence supporting the 
findings of the EMF RI that the following constituents are not FMC-related 
contaminants in groundwater: 
 
a. Metals: aluminum, antimony, beryllium, cadmium, copper, lead, molybdenum, 



mercury, silver, thallium and zinc; 
b. Organic Compounds; and 
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c. Radionuclides. 
 



The existing groundwater sampling and analytical data demonstrates there is no 
justification to add any additional metals or radionuclides to the groundwater analyses 
for the samples collected during the extraction zone hydrogeologic study. No revision 
to the Work Plan is warranted. 



 
Additional sampling and analysis of groundwater samples from the FMC OU extraction 
wells (or other monitoring wells) is not necessary to finalize the groundwater treatment 
system.  No revision to the HSR is required. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is acceptable with clarification. The GWCCR was based on 
2008 data and was approved per those conditions.  Clarify that comprehensive sampling 
for all chemicals listed in IRODA Table 4 will be conducted as an updated baseline, and 
all applicable chemicals of concern will be addressed as appropriate.  



 
7. Section 5.4 Evaluation of Aquifer Testing Data, page 5-4 



 
 The text in this section discusses groundwater level data noise recorded by the pressure 



transducers when trains were using the Union Pacific rail line. The text stated that the 
highest variation was as great as 0.15 feet. Describe the level of uncertainty these water 
level fluctuations have on the hydraulic conductivity estimates. 



 
FMC Response: A new paragraph has been inserted preceding the last paragraph of 
Section 5.4.1 to clarify the piezometers and monitoring well water level data used for the 
hydraulic conductivity calculations were selected to minimize uncertainty associated with 
the observed rail activity noise as follows: 



 
The noise present in the measured water level observations during the 24-hour 
constant rate test presents a minimal level of uncertainty with regard to the 
hydraulic conductivity calculations described in Section 5.4.2. Only the 
piezometers and monitoring wells near the pumping wells that were 
distinguishably influenced by the pumping and subsequent recovery were selected 
to make the hydraulic conductivity calculations. The characteristic curves of the 
plotted drawdown versus time data for the selected piezometers and wells are very 
recognizable in spite of the presence of noise (particularly in the early portions of 
testing). Those piezometers and wells at greater distance from the pumping 
centers, where noise levels were of comparable (or greater) magnitude than 
pumping impacts, were not used to make hydraulic conductivity calculations. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is acceptable and additional paragraph consistent with the 
response to comment.  
 



8. Table 5.2, page 5-7 
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The estimated hydraulic conductivity value for EW-03 (0.27 cm/s) does not match 
the value presented on Figure 5-7 (0.189 cm/s). Please make this correction. 
 
FMC Response:  Per the comment, Figure 5-7 has been revised to display a hydraulic 
conductivity of 0.27 cm/s, consistent with Table 5.2. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is acceptable and correction noted as having been made.  



 
 
9. Section 6.2 Model Calibration Assessment, page 6-4 



 
Please provide a transient calibration assessment using the 24 hour and/or 72 
hour aquifer tests. 
 
FMC Response: Given the areal extent and attendant resolution (model cell size) of the 
groundwater flow model in relation to the short time frame and relatively low (compared 
to the majority of the sources and sinks within the model domain) pumping rates 
evaluated for the 24 hour and 72 hour aquifer tests, a calibration of the existing model to 
these short term aquifer testing events would not likely be meaningful. In particular, the 
model cells would likely be unable to adequately simulate the cones of depression 
observed in the field. No revision to the HSR is warranted. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.  Provide the information in this 
response as a brief explanation about the limits of the existing model for RD purposes, 
and plans to update as necessary.  



 
10. Figure 6.1 



 
Include a figure displaying how the new hydraulic conductivity (K) values were 
actually distributed in the model, i.e. model grid with the new and historic K values. 
Based on what is presented in Figure 6-1, ground water flows preferentially around 
the extraction area because of the lower K zone shown around each extraction well. 
 
FMC Response: A new Figure 6-1b has been added which displays the originally 
modeled and updated model hydraulic conductivity distribution of Layer 2 model grid 
cells in the vicinity of the extraction wells and the text has been revised to reference the 
new figure. 
 
While the distribution of lower hydraulic conductivities depicted on Figure 6-1 may 
suggest preferential flow around the lower K zone, Figure 6-2 depicts the updated model 
simulated water levels which are consistent with the original model predicted water levels 
(Figure 1-5) and measured water levels (“new” Figure 1-3). Based on review of all of 
these figures, there does not appear to be an indication of flow deviation around the 
region of the extraction wells. No revision to the HSR is warranted. 
 



 
8 



 











 



EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.  Describe efforts made, and in 
progress, to update the groundwater flow model.  



 
11. Section 6.3, Extraction Well Capture Analysis, page 6-9 



 
A target capture zone should have been developed for EW-01, EW-02 and EW-03 
prior to performing the forward particle tracking based on the site specific estimated 
values of the hydraulic conductivities from the aquifer testing.  The text in this 
section states that some of the particle flow paths appear to bypass the extraction 
wells.  During RD, target capture zones must be developed for each extraction well 
based upon the 3D shape of the COC plume. These target capture zones will help with 
the visualization of the important flow paths that should be captured. 
 
FMC Response:  The predicted capture zone for wells EW-01, EW-02 and EW-03 (and 
the two additional eastern extraction wells) based on the original groundwater flow model 
and preliminary design of the HCS is summarized in Section 2.1 and shown on Figure 1-
5; however, as described in Section 6.3, the predicted capture zones were not realistic 
given the lower extraction well yields (hydraulic conductivities).  The Preliminary (30%) 
Remedial Design is based on the simulation of the reconfigured multiple well extraction 
system (refined preliminary design described in the HRS) with eleven extraction wells 
extracting at pumping rates consistent with well capacities observed during the pump tests 
and presents a target capture zone for the refined preliminary design for the HCS. As 
described in detail in the Groundwater Current Conditions Report, groundwater in the 
deep aquifer zone below the American Falls Lake Bed (AFLB) deposits in the extraction 
zone does not contain elevated concentrations of EMF-related constituents (COCs), and 
the vertical extent of these COCs is limited to the shallow groundwater zone above the 
AFLB.  Thus, the capture zone presented in the Preliminary (30%) Remedial Design is 
based on vertical capture to the base of the AFLB and focuses on the areal (2D) target 
capture zone for the HCS. As the remedial design progresses from the preliminary to 
final design, a target capture zone will be developed for each extraction well within the 
designed HCS. No revision to the HSR is warranted. 
 
EPA Review:  The response is incomplete.  FMC will need to confirm that groundwater 
contamination is not present within the FMC OU below the AFLB – particularly in the 
light of the contamination being removed at the fence line area from extraction well 415 
(the closest well from the proposed FMC extraction network) of the Simplot extraction 
system.  The HSR must provide additional discussion on this issue, and explain that the 
groundwater remedial design will need to address contamination below the AFLB if 
encountered. 



 
12. Table 6.4, page 6-10 



 
EPA understands that it was important for FMC to run a simulation with additional 
extraction wells with a reasonable pumping rate like EW-02 (45.8 GPM) to assess 
whether most of the flow paths could be captured with a similar pumping rate that 
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was suggested in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment (IRODA).  However, 
to reduce uncertainty and optimize capture of contaminated groundwater, an iterative 
or adaptive management approach for the locations of the next group of extraction 
and monitoring wells should be described in the 30 percent RD. 
 
FMC Response:  As described in FMC’s response to EPA General Comment 4, the 
Preliminary (30%) Remedial Design is based on the refined preliminary design consisting 
of eleven (11) extraction wells located along the northeastern FMC Plant Site boundary. 
As the remedial design progresses from the preliminary to final design, further 
refinements (or iterations) are likely. In addition, during start-up and operation of the 
groundwater extraction system, actual extraction (pump) rates at the wells will likely be 
adjusted (compared to design rates) as necessary to optimize the system.  No revision to 
the HSR is required. 
 
EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.   Revised pumping rates for the future 
extraction wells will depend on the yield of the wells once they are installed. Add text to 
Section 6.3 stating that as the extraction wells are installed in a phased manner, and 
aquifer testing is conducted, the actual sustainable pumping rates from each extraction 
well will be refined. 



 
13. Pages 6-10 and 7-2 



 
EPA would like to follow up with FMC regarding the interpretations made in both of 
these sections about loss of capture in the joint fence line area.  Is Figure 6-4 the basis for 
these statements?  Additional supporting information should be provided. Looking 
ahead, EPA believes a technical discussion which includes both FMC and Simplot will 
be needed during extraction system RD to develop a common hydrogeologic 
interpretation, and ensure that adequate capture occurs near the fence line. 
 
FMC Response: The statement in the text that “a portion of the groundwater in the 
joint fence line area, near the boundary with the Simplot property, does appear to 
bypass on the eastern side of the simulated extraction well system and is not captured 
by the simulated FMC wells or the Simplot extraction wells in the joint fence line area 
or Simplot extraction or production wells located farther downgradient” is based on 
the model simulation presented on Figure 6-4. The original (2009) model predicted 
that Simplot production well SWP-5 and extraction well 414 would capture flow 
paths in model layers 1, 2, and 3 from the joint fence line area.  The lower Simplot 
2013 production rates at Simplot production wells SWP-7 and SWP-5 and extraction 
well 414 used in the updated model result in the model prediction that Simplot 
production well SWP-5 and extraction well 414 will not capture any flow paths from 
the joint fence line area. The last two sentences in the last paragraph of Section 6.3 
have been revised to clarify the basis for the difference between the original (2009) 
model and updated model predicted capture in the joint fence line area as follows: 



 
As shown on Figure 1-5, the original (2009) model predicted that Simplot 
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production well SWP-5 and extraction well 414 would capture particle path lines 
in model layers 1, 2, and 3 from the joint fence line area based on Simplot’s 2008 
average pumping rates at Simplot production wells SWP-5 and SWP-7 and 
extraction well 414. Thus, the originally modeled preliminary design for the 
FMC extraction system and Simplot production/extraction wells at 2008 pumping 
rates were predicted to capture all of the modeled path lines originating from the 
joint fence line area. In contrast, as shown on Figure 6-4, the lower 2013 average 
pumping rates at Simplot production wells SWP-7 and SWP-5 and extraction well 
414 used in the updated model result in the model prediction that Simplot 
production well SWP-5 and extraction well 414 will not capture any modeled path 
lines from the joint fence line area. 



 
While there is additional information that is relevant to Simplot’s groundwater extraction 
design and performance evaluations contained in their design documents and annual 
reports on groundwater / surface water remedy, the objective of the hydrogeologic study 
was to advance the remedial design of the groundwater remedy for the FMC OU and not 
to evaluate the actual performance of Simplot’s groundwater remedy. As the remedial 
design progresses from the preliminary to final design, FMC agrees that one or more joint 
EPA, FMC and Simplot meetings may be valuable. 



 
EPA Review:  The response is partly acceptable.  Include a statement about steps to be 
taken in response to preliminary model results suggesting a lack of contaminant capture 
in the fence-line area.  



 
C. New Comments – March 24, 2016 



 
1. One of EPA’s continuing concerns regards the use of historical (2008) hydrological and 



contaminant data to make recommendations and designs for a remedial system not yet 
established.  All data must be updated to the latest available to ensure an optimal design for 
current conditions, and the remedial design developed reflect updated data. 



 
2. Most of the wells in the existing monitoring program are screened several feet (typically 20 



to 40 feet) below the current water table.  This is an uncertainty and, hence, a cause for 
concern for future monitoring of true aquifer conditions and assessment of remediation 
effectiveness.  Any residual contamination of arsenic and phosphorous in the upper silt 
may not be represented by water sampled from a more permeable formation at the screened 
interval.  Depth discrete monitoring points, in transects intersecting the flow lines will be 
required as part of the RD to for monitoring the initial contaminant concentrations to 
establish the baseline as well as assessing the actual capture by the extraction wells on a 
periodic basis, are to be installed as appropriate. This needs to be discussed in the PSVP 
and monitoring plans as appropriate.  



 
3. Wells screened in deeper than anticipated contaminant areas increase the potential for 



contaminant movement that circumvents the proposed extraction system.  Extracted 
groundwater will be mostly from the permeable, gravel-rich formation of the aquifer and 
may contain little to no contamination.  This is of more importance at FMC OU as there is 
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an overall predominant upward vertical groundwater flow making it difficult to the 
contamination to move towards the extraction zones. Additional monitoring wells should 
be incorporated into the monitoring network, in order to clearly establish plume boundaries 
and depict plume dimensions in three dimensions.  



 
 
4. To date, groundwater investigation and cleanup has been limited to the shallow 



groundwater (above the AFLB).  The deep aquifer is not a focus of the HSR, although the 
document and models discuss layers that are deeper than the shallow water-bearing zone.  
Add text to clearly state this limitation in the (section #) HSR introduction and wherever 
else such clarification is applicable. 



 
5. As there are no recent groundwater monitoring samples in the deeper aquifer (below 



AFLB), it is uncertain how to further address groundwater contamination near the fence 
line area where the Simplot OU groundwater extraction system is currently removing 
appreciable quantities of arsenic and phosphorous from the deeper aquifer.  FMC must 
confirm and clearly document that the deeper aquifer (below the AFLB aquitard) has been 
adequately investigated and that no cleanup is needed at the FMC OU, before restricting 
extractions to only shallow aquifer. 



 
6. In addition to modeling and capture analysis, FMC should design the remediation system to 



incorporate mass discharge and mass flux evaluations in multilevel monitoring points. This 
can be accomplished by establishing a baseline across two or three transects and measuring 
mass flux as part of periodic monitoring, to assess the amount of contamination being 
removed versus contamination that is expected to bypass the extraction system.  This is a 
key consideration for evaluating effectiveness of the extraction system, and should be 
incorporated into the PSVP and Monitoring Plans as appropriate. 



 
7. Previous models were based on historical data and reflect the nature and behavior of 



contaminants in the groundwater.  The remedy design phase should include all elements of 
extraction and treatment system, including all proposed wells extraction and reinjection 
wells.  EPA understands that, as the groundwater model is updated, these elements will be 
considered when selecting locations and preparing for construction of the extraction, 
reinjection, and monitoring wells. 
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DRAFT***April 20, 2016***DRAFT 



EPA COMMENTS 



Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan for the Soil Remedy 



Resubmitted on March 25, 2016 



 



Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action 



EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116 



FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID 



  
On December 23, 2015, FMC submitted a Final (100%) Soil Remedy Engineering Remedial 
Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), and supporting documents, 
including the Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) and the Operations, Monitoring, 
and Maintenance Plan (OMMP).  Pursuant to paragraphs 60 and 61 of the subject UAO, EPA 
disapproved the submittal and provided comments on the Final Soil Remedy Engineering 
Remedial Design Report (RDR), Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) including Appendices A-
1 and B-1, and the RD/RA supporting documents.  FMC was directed to address the comments, 
correct the deficiencies, and resubmit for approval within 14 days, but extensions were granted to 
defer resubmission until March 18, 2016 for the PSVP, and until March 25, 2016 for the OMMP.   
 
The revised OMMP was submitted on March 25, 2016.  Pursuant to paragraphs 60 and 61 of the 
subject UAO, EPA hereby disapproves the submittal and provides additional comments 
regarding remaining deficiencies in the OMMP.  FMC must address these comments and 
resubmit the revised OMMP within 14 days.  
 
1. On March 29, 2016, EPA provided FMC with comments on the PSVP, as resubmitted 



March 18.  Many of these comments relate to issues that must also be addressed in the 
OMMP.  Examples include determination of appropriate densities for gamma cap soil 
depth indicators; performance of topographic surveys to ensure adequate cap thickness 
between soil depth indicators; frequency of various inspection and maintenance activities, 
including indoor air monitoring; accounting for seasonal variability in potential phosphine 
generation in gamma capped areas; and maintenance of site security systems after Valley 
Agronomics operations are active but before the remedy is fully implemented.  Because 
these comments were submitted after issuance of the current OMMP version on March 25, 
FMC has not had the opportunity to address relevant issues in the OMMP.  This OMMP 
must be revised in parallel with the PSVP to fully address each EPA comment and ensure 
consistency between project plans. 
 



2. As required by EPA comments provided February 6, 2016, the OMMP must be expanded 
to address potential incompatibility between material stored at the Valley Agronomics 











redevelopment site (e.g., product, fuel, oils, chemical supplies) and the gamma cap to be 
placed in this area.  FMC must ensure that any inadvertent releases of such materials will 
be identified and cleaned up promptly to ensure that the integrity of the cap is not 
compromised.  In the event that cap components (e.g., soil, gravel, demarcation fabric) 
must be removed during cleanup, the OMMP must document that means by which the 
restored cap will be testing to ensure that technical specifications (e.g., thickness, 
compaction) are met.  



 
3. Appendices A and B have not been provided with this version of the OMMP but must be 



revised for consistency with the expanded requirements of the updated PSVP and OMMP.  
Additionally, EPA comments dated February 6, 2016 (Section D) identified changes that 
are needed in Tables 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 of the Quality Assurance Project Plan (Appendix A).  
Similarly, Appendix C, which contains the Indoor Air Sampling and Analysis Plan for the 
redevelopment area, has not been provided for review with this version of the OMMP.  
FMC must provide these supplemental materials for EPA review. 



 
4. The OMMP frequently refers to maintenance of the evapotranspiration (ET) and gamma 



caps, to include placement of additional soil and seeding where appropriate.  However, the 
OMMP does not specify any testing to be conducted to ensure that the restoration was 
successful and the amended cap meets all relevant technical specifications of the original 
design (e.g., thickness, compaction, in-place density).  The OMMP must be revised to 
include protocols and timelines for re-evaluating cap integrity after repair, or refer to 
specific sections of the PSVP for such details. 



 
5. Section 2.4.1, Remedial Action Objectives (RAO) for Site Soils, page 2-2: Expand this 



section to also include the RAO addressing restoration of groundwater, as detailed in 
Section 2.4.1 of the April 2016 RDR. 



 
6. As previously discussed with FMC, the shop building will not be part of initial 



redevelopment of the RA-G North parcel.  Details on the shop must be removed from the 
text and figures of the OMMP.  



 
7. As previously noted with regard to the RAWP, Section 3 of the OMMP must be clarified to 



note that any needed cap monitoring and maintenance activities will not be delayed 
pending EPA issuance of a formal Notice of Construction Complete.  Soil cap care must 
begin as soon as these features are installed and verified to ensure that verification data 
remains accurate and significant deterioration/erosion is not occurring.  



 
8. Figure 3-1 designates the area north of and between RCRA Pond 15S and the Phase IV 



Ponds as a portion of RA-D West.  This area is slated to receive a non-P4 ET cap as part of 
the soil remedy.  However, Figure 3-2 does not indicate that this area will be capped at all, 
nor does it specify acreage or cap thickness monument locations for this portion of RA-D 
West.  The status of this area must be clarified, and Figure 3-2 must be revised to ensure 
that sufficient cap thickness monuments will be included in this location.  This area must 
also be identified by RA designation on Figure 2-2. 



 











9. Section 3.1.1, Monitoring Requirements for ET Caps in Non-P4 Areas, page 3-2: Revise 
Item 2 to clarify that inspections will be conducted after each seismic event and qualifying 
storm.  The inserted text should read: ...controls within 48 hours after each seismic event 
and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years following 
cap construction, and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of contingent 
inspections may be reduced to within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm 
event. Furthermore, even though the criteria for qualifying storm events may change after 
the first two years (with EPA approval), there will be no incremental changes in inspections 
after seismic events.  As indicated in the comments below, this same clarification must be 
made with regard to contingent storm and seismic event inspections throughout the 
OMMP.  



 
10. Section 3.1.1.1, Cap Surface Vegetation Monitoring, page 3-3: The last paragraph on this 



page must be revised to refer to Table 5.4 of the RDR for vegetation seed mix 
specifications. 



 
11. Section 3.1.1.2 explains that “soil depth indicators will typically be placed at areas on the 



ET cap most susceptible to wind and water erosion (i.e., on the cap crowns, ridges, and side 
slopes.”  However, Figures 3-2 through 3-8 suggest that the indicators will simply be 
installed at the center of each grid section.  Figures 3-11 through 3-13 show that a greater 
density of soil depth indicators for the gamma caps, but still appear to show placement of 
the indicators central to each grid area.  Revise the figures to present more targeted depth 
indicator locations.  While we agree that it is critical to monitor the most susceptible areas, 
indicators must also be located to allow for assessment of soil redistribution in flatter areas.  
In some cases, it may be necessary to have more than one indicator per grid area to account 
for changes in topography. 



 
12. In the first paragraph on page 3-5, the OMMP outlines response actions to be implemented 



if soil depth indicators show greater than two inches of soil loss at 50% of the indicators on 
a given ET cap surface.  Revise the text to clarify whether this assessment will be based on 
individual RAs (e.g., RA-C East, RA-C West), whether physically separated areas (which 
could be subject to differing erosional forces) will be evaluated independently (e.g., RA-D 
West, RA-D East, RA-D West north of the RCRA ponds), and whether large RAs will be 
broken down into smaller evaluation areas (e.g., RA-A, RA-F).  The text must also be 
clarified to indicate that, after a qualifying loss is observed over 50% of the indicators, the 
entire cap surface on the affected RA will be surveyed within 30 days.  There does not 
appear to be a need to assess individual grid areas before conducting a survey of the entire 
RA evaluation area.  A surface elevation contour map created using the survey data will be 
prepared and compared to the as-built cap drawings.  If the comparison indicates a loss of 
two inches or more across 50% of the evaluation area, maintenance will be conducted as 
soon as practicable.  The OMMP must be clarified that additional soil will be placed 
immediately, even if reseeding efforts over large areas are delayed until the fall growing 
season.  This same change must be made in Section 3.2.1.1 and associated tables where 
response actions are presented for soil depth monitoring (e.g., Tables 3.1 through 3.3).  
 











13. Section 3.1.1.3, Stormwater Erosion/Damage Monitoring, page 3-5.  Revise the first two 
sentences in the second paragraph on Inspections to read: Each ET cap surface will be 
visually inspected (1) quarterly and (2) within 48 hours after each 2-year, 24-hour or 
greater storm event. After the initial two years following cap construction, and upon 
receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of stormwater inspections may be reduced 
to (1) semiannually if sufficient vegetation has been established and (2) within 48 hours 
after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 



 
14. Section 3.1.1.4 (page 3-7, paragraph 3) indicates that pesticides may be used to eradicate 



insect activity that may be compromising cap integrity.  Table 3.1 indicates that traps may 
be set for rodent control.  Revise the text and table to clarify that either traps or pesticides 
may be used, depending on the vector observed or believed to be acting on each cap.  This 
same change must be made throughout the OMMP text and tables as appropriate. 



 
15. Section 3.1.2.1 (page 3-9, first full paragraph) must be revised to require slag pit sump 



settlement monument displacement measurements (1) annually and then every five years 
once cumulative movement limits area reached; (2) if visible subsidence is noted during 
quarterly monitoring/maintenance events; (3) after qualifying storm events; and (4) after 
local seismic events.   



 
16. Section 3.1.2.3 (top of page 3-11) discusses staggered start times for soil gas 



measurements, apparently in an attempt to document day to day and hour to hour 
variability.  However, because the proposed monitors are essentially real time instruments, 
such variability should be readily observable.  For example, if there was something causing 
high readings every morning at 7:00 am (e.g., truck traffic), elevated readings associated 
with that event would show up once in each of the 24-hour samples, regardless of what 
time sampling was initiated.  Staggering the start times as currently proposed is acceptable, 
but seems labor intensive for little to no return.  If FMC believes staggered sampling is 
necessary for another reason, additional discussion must be provided. 



 
17. Section 3.1.2.3 (page 3-11) indicates that, if ambient air monitoring results show repeated 



action level exceedances, FMC will propose an enhanced phosphine monitoring program 
for the affected ET cap surface area.  In accordance with the selected soil remedy, revise 
this discussion to note that the enhanced ambient air monitoring program will include 
phosphine, phosphine reaction products, and any other gases that may be of concern with 
regard to human health risks.  



 
18. The list of gamma cap inspection and monitoring requirements in Section 3.2.1 (page 3-14) 



must be modified to include annual vegetation surveys as specified in Section 3.2.1 (page 
3-11) of the updated PSVP.  The vegetation survey must also be incorporated into Table 
3.3 of the revised OMMP and Table 3 of the revised PSVP. 



 
19. Section 3.2.1, Monitoring Requirements for Gamma Caps and RA-G North Redevelopment 



Project Area, page 3-14.  Revise the text in the second item on this page to read: 
Contingent inspection for signs of stormwater erosion/damage to the cap and 
stormwater/diversion controls will be implemented within 48 hours after each seismic 











event and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years 
following cap construction (expected time to establish vegetation), and upon receiving EPA 
written approval, the frequency of contingent stormwater inspections may be reduced to 
within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm 
event. 



 
20. Section 3.2.1.1, Soil Depth Monitoring, page 3-15.  To ensure that FMC maintains 



sufficient density and appropriate placement of soil thickness measurements over time, 
expand the first paragraph to clarify and justify the proposed number of soil depth 
indicators per acre for gamma caps with the stated slopes. 



 
21. Section 3.2.1.1, Soil Depth Monitoring, page 3-15: Revise the first sentence in the second 



paragraph to read: The surface of the gamma cap and the RA-G gamma cap equivalent 
features will be visually inspected quarterly to identify areas of noticeable soil or 
subsurface fill material loss and, where demarcation fabric is installed (access road, parking 
and laydown areas), areas where demarcation fabric is exposed. After the initial two years 
following cap construction, and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of 
visual inspections may be reduced to semiannually. 



 
22. Section 3.2.1.1, Soil Depth Monitoring, page 3-15: Revise the first two sentences in the 



third paragraph to read; Soil depth on each gamma cap surface will be measured quarterly 
and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.  After the initial two years following 
cap construction, and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of stormwater 
inspections may be reduced to semiannually and within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-
hour or greater storm event. 



 
23. Section 3.2.1.1 (page 3-16) indicates that all necessary cap repairs within the RA-G North 



redevelopment area will be performed by Valley Agronomics in accordance with the 
OMMP.  This discussion must be revised to clarify that FMC, not Valley Agronomics, is 
responsible for ensuring ongoing integrity of the gamma cap in this area, conducting 
inspections, and making any and all needed repairs in accordance with the final, EPA-
approved OMMP.  This same change must be made in Section 3.2.1.2 (page 3-17) and 
Section 3.3.2 (page 3-22). 



 
24. Section 3.2.1.2, Stormwater Erosion/Damage Monitoring, page 3-16: Revise the second 



paragraph to read: The surface of the gamma cap at each RA and the surface of the RA-G 
gamma cap equivalent features (access road, parking and laydown areas) will be visually 
inspected (1) quarterly and (2) after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.  After the 
initial two years following cap construction, and upon receiving EPA written approval, the 
frequency of inspections may be reduced to (1) semiannually and (2) within 48 hours after 
each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 



 
25. Section 3.2.1.3, Rodent and/or Inspect Damage Monitoring, page 3-18: Revise the first 



sentence in the second paragraph to read: Each gamma cap surface will be visually 
inspected quarterly. After the first two years following cap construction completion, and 
upon receiving EPA written approval, visual inspections may be reduced to semiannually. 











 
26. Section 3.2.1.4 (page 3-19) must be modified to note that the outdoor air phosphine gas 



monitoring program at the RA-G North redevelopment area will be performed for at least 
the first five years after cap construction.  As indicated in footnote 8 from Table 3.3, this 
monitoring program will only be discontinued after five years if no unacceptable outdoor 
air results are obtained during the initial monitoring period. 



 
27. The last paragraph in Section 3.2.1.5 refers to potential vacuum pressure adjustments for 



the radon mitigation system.  However, any necessary adjustments would be identified as 
part of the RA-G North area indoor air monitoring program, rather than the annual outdoor 
air monitoring program.  Move discussion of vacuum pressure adjustments to Section 
3.2.1.6, and expand the OMMP to require routine measurement and evaluation of sub-slab 
pressures around the perimeter of the building to confirm that a sufficient vacuum has been 
established. 



 
28. According to Section 3.2.1.6 (page 3-22), indoor air monitoring for phosphine and radon 



gases will be conducted in occupied areas of the RA-G North warehouse twice after 
construction is complete to confirm that the radon mitigation system is protective.  Like the 
PSVP, the OMMP proposes to conduct initial sampling approximately 30 days after 
completion and a second round during the indoor heating season.  While EPA’s vapor 
intrusion guidance (OSWER 9200.2-154) is silent with regard to frequency of sampling, 
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s Vapor Intrusion Technical 
Guidance from March 2013 suggests that indoor air sampling be conducted initially within 
30-45 days after system startup and again during the heating season to verify that the 
mitigation system is operating properly.  Following that, the guidance recommends 
periodic inspections of the mitigation system (beginning on a quarterly basis and dropping 
to annual within three years) and resampling of indoor air (annually for at least the first 
three years or longer until results are consistently less than 1/10th of the threshold limit 
value, and then every five years thereafter).  Expand the OMMP to include ongoing indoor 
air assessments for the warehouse and any other occupied buildings within the RA-G North 
redevelopment area. 
 



29. Section 3.3.1, Monitoring Requirements for Site-wide Stormwater Management System, 
page 3-21.  Revise Item 2 on this page to read: Contingent monitoring for signs of 
erosion/damage to stormwater runoff management infrastructure will be implemented 
within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm 
event (1.1 inches in a 24-hour period; NOAA, 1973). After the initial two years following 
cap construction (expected time to establish vegetation), and upon receiving EPA written 
approval, the frequency of contingent monitoring may be reduced to within 48 hours after 
each seismic event and after each 25-year, 24-hour (2.2 inches in a 24-hour period; NOAA, 
1973) or greater storm event. 



 
30. Section 3.3.2, Stormwater Erosion/Damage Monitoring, page 3-21: Revise the first 



sentence in the second paragraph to read: Each component of the site-wide stormwater 
management system (diversion, retention, and drainage structures) will be visually 
inspected quarterly and within 48 hours after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 











After the initial two years following cap construction, and upon receiving EPA written 
approval, the frequency of stormwater inspections may be reduced to semiannually and 
within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event 
 



31. Section 3.4 details inspection of security systems, focusing on fencing, gates, signage, and 
potential evidence of unauthorized entry or attempted entry.  FMC should increase the 
inspection frequency to monthly during the lag period between when Valley Agronomics 
operations become active and open to customers, and when the soil remedy has been fully 
constructed.  It is critical to keep visitors to the site out of active remediation areas.  
 



32. Expand Section 4.2 to specify that any unacceptable conditions or trigger level exceedances 
identified during quarterly, semiannual, or annual inspection/monitoring events will be 
reported to EPA as soon as practicable, along with response actions being undertaken.  
Communication of such deficiencies or issues of concern should not wait for the annual 
OMMP report. 



 
33. Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4: Retitle the row heading 2-Year, 24-Hour Storm for First 2 Years 



and then 25-Year, 24-Hour Storm, Seismic Event Inspections to read: 2-Year, 24-Hour 
Storm; 25-Year, 24-Hour Storm; Seismic Event Inspections".  Include an explanation in the 
table notes that reads: Inspections will be performed after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater 
storm event. After the first two years, and with EPA written approval, inspection frequency 
may be reduced to follow each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 



 
34. Revise Table 3.1 as follows: 



 
a. Revise footnote 6 to indicate that inspections will be performed quarterly for at least 



the first two years after cap placement, after which that inspection frequency may be 
reduced to semiannually with EPA approval. 



b. Revise the second row to specify that routine stormwater erosion/ponding/damage 
inspections will be conducted quarterly, as per footnote 6. 



c. Add a footnote to this table to clarify how FMC will determine whether additional 
engineering controls are “necessary” to minimize or slow recurrence of erosional 
features on the ET caps. 



d. Expand the response action for vegetation surveys to include investigation of vegetative 
cover failures if the vegetation survey reveals that the minimum target density has not 
been achieved for two consecutive years (as discussed in Section 3.1.1.1 of the 
OMMP).  



 
35. Revise Table 3.2 as follows: 



 
a. Revise footnote 8 to indicate that inspections will be performed quarterly for at least 



the first two years after cap placement, after which that inspection frequency may be 
reduced to semiannually with EPA approval. 



b. Revise the frequency for performance of phosphine gas surveys to semiannual, in 
accordance with Table 2 of the PSVP. 











c. Clarify the response actions for the phosphine gas surveys to note that confirmation 
sampling will occur not more than five business days after the original monitoring 
event, as stated on page 3-11 of the OMMP. 



d. Reference footnote 3 in the last row of this table, and revise the footnote itself to 
include the horizontal settlement rate of 0.2 foot.   



e. Revise the table to also require settlement surveys for the slag pit sump after qualifying 
storm events and observation of visible subsidence during quarterly monitoring events. 



f. Add a footnote to this table to clarify how FMC will determine whether additional 
engineering controls are “necessary” to minimize or slow recurrence of erosional 
features on the ET caps. 



 
36. Revise Table 3.3 as follows: 



 
a. Revise footnote 6 to indicate that inspections will be performed quarterly for at least 



the first two years after cap placement, after which that inspection frequency may be 
reduced to semiannually with EPA approval. 



b. Revise footnote 7 to read: Inspections will be performed after each 2-year, 24-hour or 
greater storm event.  After the first two years, and with EPA written approval, 
inspection frequency may be reduced to follow each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm 
event. 



c. Delete rows pertaining to phosphine gas surveys and contingent soil chemistry 
monitoring, as these OMMP components are specific to ET caps over P4 areas. 



d. Add a footnote to this table to clarify how FMC will determine whether additional 
engineering controls are “necessary” to minimize or slow recurrence of erosional 
features on the ET caps. 



 
37. Revise Table 3.4 as follows: 



 
a. Revise footnote 4 to indicate that inspections will be performed quarterly for at least 



the first two years after cap placement, after which that inspection frequency may be 
reduced to semiannually with EPA approval. 



b. In accordance with Section 3.3.2 of the OMMP, specify that routine inspections of the 
stormwater detention ponds will be conducted quarterly, as per footnote 4. 



c. Expand the row discussing contingent inspections after qualifying storm events to also 
require such inspections after local seismic events. 



 
38. Revise Figure 3-9 to clarify that resampling to confirm phosphine detections equal to or 



greater than 0.05 parts per million in surface scans, ambient air, or low-lying areas will be 
conducted within two hours of the original sampling. 



 















From: Kelly Wright
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper


 Appenay; Arnold Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: Analytical Results
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:34:08 AM


Jonathan, based on the provided information “Process Knowledge” is not an appropriate mechanism
 for shipping hazardous waste. Samples are required so they can be properly transported.  Tribes
 have requested this information and are told that it will come after the report is generate. This is
 unacceptable.  It was clearly identified that FMC did not know what was in this tank but made the
 assumption of elemental phosphorus which was definitely presence because KW was venting the
 drums.  Phosphine was detected on several of the drums.
 
Now, with it being stated as “Hazardous Waste”, how is the shipping manifest going to be done to
 document the fact that it is corrosive and ignitable but no verification for other chemicals.  My
 Policy Makers have and continue to stress the importance of complying with all regulations.  I am
 requesting a copy of the official manifest used to ship this material to Ohio.
 
I understand that you approved the attachment but now who is responsible for ensuring that the
 DOT regulations are being addressed?  FMC own documentation claims that it was no hazardous to
 ship the USC waste but know they can claim it doable?  What’s the difference?
 
I will be calling later today to get more details.
Kelly
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 12:18 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Susan
 Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>;
 Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Analytical Results
 
Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste incinerator contain
 sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former large-capacity septic system vault. 
 The sludge has not been tested but instead, consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the
 approved work plan, is being managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft closure plan,
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 and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by FMC
 contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of the work when
 onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s contractor to you, as the Tribes’
 representative, at the same time those reports are sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you over the
 telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please feel free to telephone
 me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of waste leaving
 the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers for these drums leaving the
 site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there should be 78 samples from each drum
 verifying the content. This material is not homogenous as shown in their own words that north
 portion of the material was hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 



mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

mailto:fleming.sheila@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:vmonsisco@sbtribes.com

mailto:tgalloway@sbtribes.com

mailto:lredmo@sbtribes.com

mailto:cappenay@sbtribes.com

mailto:aappeney@sbtribes.com

mailto:Woods.Jim@epa.gov










From: Rachel Greengas
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner; Michele Benchouk;


 Cliff Merrill; Tim Norman; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Rob Hartman; Christina Kaba
Subject: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 7:10:09 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Jonathan-
 
In light of the recent developments with the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA), and as discussed in
 Progress Meeting No. 1, there is a limited amount of construction work remaining for Envirocon to
 complete at the RA-G North Redevelopment.  EPA has not yet approved commencement of the 2016
 capping phase, apart from soil pre-conditioning. If Envirocon cannot progress with work on the Site, FMC
 will have to consider demobilization  To avoid this, we have been working on identifying capping
 construction tasks that do not involve activities in the WUA.  Below is a brief description of two such
 tasks that we have identified and are seeking EPA approval:
 


1.     Excavation of Stormwater Conveyance Channels to Subgrade


FMC would like Envirocon to proceed with excavation to subgrade of the earthen stormwater channels on
 the FMC OU (i.e., channels in areas where gamma caps will be installed starting with Channel 3-4 and
 moving west and south.  Detailed updates on proposed sequence will be provided in the weekly progress
 meeting. In connection with this excavation work, KW will be on call to respond to any encountered
 Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs) per the Emergency Response Plan. This task was
 originally scheduled to begin prior to and in tandem with the 2016 capping work.  It can be undertaken
 without requiring excavation work in the WUA.
 
The channels will be excavated to subgrade as per the S-69 Detail, provided to EPA on March 7, 2016 in
 the RDR submittal, and in accordance with the procedures outline in the Envirocon Contractor
 Construction Plan, Appendix A-1 to the RAWP.  FMC understands that EPA has not formally approved
 the RAWP, however , comments received from EPA on the Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) have
 not raised any issues with stormwater channel design and construction.  Pending EPA approval to
 proceed with WUA excavation, this task would be limited to excavation work and would not involve the
 installation of gamma caps over the stormwater channel subgrade. 
 


1.     Grading of the Don Substation Area and Northern Portion of RA-F


FMC would also like Envirocon to proceed with re- grading the Don Substation slopes to achieve the
 subgrade.  Like the stormwater conveyance channel work, this activity can be performed without
 requiring excavation work in the WUA and will not involve installation of gamma caps
 
As stated above, FMC understands that EPA has not approved the Envirocon Contractor Construction
 Plans provided as Appendices A-2 and B-2 to the RAWP.  However, the work proposed in this email has
 not been the subject of EPA comments on the Final RDR. 
 
Please let me know as soon as possible whether EPA approves this request to commence these two
 tasks.
 
Regards,


Rachel
 
Rachel Greengas, PE
Remediation Manager
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street


(b) (6)
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Philadelphia, PA 19103
P: 215-299-6550
C: 215-514-7195
E:  rachel.greengas@fmc.com
 


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (rachel.greengas@fmc.com) or by telephone and
 delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 
 
 


 



mailto:shawn.tollin@fmc.com










From: Rob Hartman
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); susanh@ida.net; Michele


 Benchouk;  Cliff Merrill; Tim Norman; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee; rachel.greengas@fmc.com; Marguerite Carpenter


Subject: FMC Response to EPA March 29 2016 Comments on the PSVP
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 8:50:47 PM
Attachments: 2016-04-18 FMC Response to EPA March 29 2016 Comments on the PSVP.pdf


Jonathan: On behalf of FMC, attached are FMC’s responses to EPA’s March 29, 2016
 comments on the Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) for the Soil Remedy
 resubmitted March 24, 2016.  The revised PSVP, with revisions consistent with FMC’s
 response to comments shown in yellow highlight, will be transmitted tomorrow.
 
Please contact Rachel Greengas or me if you have questions on this information. Thanks,
 Rob
 
Rob J. Hartman
MWH Americas, Inc.
Direct: (801) 617-3256
Fax: (801) 617-4200
Cell: (208) 241-8216
Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
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FMC Response to EPA March 29, 2016 Comments on the Performance Standards  
Verification Plan for the Soil Remedy Resubmitted March 24, 2016 



April 18, 2016 



 



EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
1. In many sections of the revised PSVP, FMC implies that frequency 



of monitoring components will be reduced over time and upon 
EPA approval. For example, Section 3.1.1 notes that “contingent 
monitoring for erosion/damage to the cap or stormwater controls 
will be performed within 48 hours after a 2-year, 24-hour storm for 
the first two years, and, upon EPA approval, after a 25-year, 24-
hour storm or seismic event.”  Revise the text to clarify when the 
frequency of monitoring may be reduced: “Contingent monitoring 
for erosion/damage to the cap or stormwater controls will be 
performed within 48 hours after a 2-year, 24-hour storm for at least 
the first two years after cap construction is complete. Upon EPA 
approval, the frequency of contingent monitoring may be reduced 
such that it is performed only after a 25-year, 24-hour storm or 
seismic event occurring throughout the life of the cap.” Similar 
revisions should in other pertinent sections of the revised PSVP 
including, but not necessarily limited to, Sections 3.1.1.2 (page 3-
4), 3.2.1 (items 3 through 8 on page 3-11), 3.2.1.2 (pages 3-20 and 
3-21), 3.2.1.3 (page 3-23), 3.3 (page 3-24), and 3.3.1.1 (page 3-25). 



The PSVP has been revised as suggested by the 
comment with the following: “Contingent 
monitoring for erosion/damage to the cap or 
stormwater controls will be performed within 48 
hours after a 2-year, 24-hour storm for at least the 
first two years after cap construction is complete. 
Upon EPA approval, the frequency of contingent 
monitoring may be reduced such that it will be 
performed within 48 hours after a 25-year, 24-hour 
storm.  Contingent monitoring due to a seismic 
event will be performed within 48 hours of the 
event.”  



2. Replace “CERLCA” with “CERCLA” in the third line of Section 
3.1.2.1. 



The typographical error has been corrected. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
3. Section 3.1.2.1 (page 3-6) details monitoring for phosphine within 



the capillary break layer of the ET caps. As discussed in the third 
bullet of Section 3.1.2.1 (page 3-6), phosphine generated beneath 
the ET cap is expected to accumulate within the capillary break 
layer. Because the capillary break layer does not ‘daylight’ 
anywhere on the ET cap, there is no obvious point of emission of 
these gases to the ambient air that could be monitored to assess 
how much phosphine is present in the system.  However, there is 
the possibility that certain areas might be subject to greater 
phosphine accumulation (e.g., low-lying areas, areas with 
particularly poor ventilation).  Accordingly, FMC must provide a 
figure showing proposed locations for air monitoring within the ET 
cap capillary break layer. Rationale for selecting those locations 
(i.e., explanation for why those areas are believed to have the 
greatest potential for phosphine accumulation) should also be 
provided.  Moreover, for consistency with gamma cap air 
monitoring, FMC must collect capillary break soil gas samples 
over a week-long period during each semiannual sampling event. 



Figures 4-1 through 4-5 of the OM&M Plan, Appendix B 
Field Sampling Plan show the planned locations of soil 
gas probes and, if triggered, the traverses for cap surface 
scans for PH3 at RAs A-F1, A-F2, B, C and K. The soil 
gas probe locations at RA-C are located above old ponds 
(most likely potential sources of PH3) and the probes are 
uniformly distributed across the other listed RAs. The 
trigger for surface scans, soil gas PH3 > 0.05 ppm, is 
conservative and the surface scans cover the cap surface 
within each RA, including comparatively lower areas of 
the cap surface.   
 
The PSVP has been revised consistent with the revised 
and resubmitted OM&M Plan (March 25, 2016) that 
specifies soil gas sampling will be performed over a one 
week period as follows: “In order to account for daily and 
multi-day variability in meteorological conditions, during 
each monitoring event, one field measurement will be 
taken from each soil gas probe for five days over a 7-day 
interval.  In addition, the five soil gas measurements at 
each location will be staggered to provide measurements 
that are representative over a 24-hour day (e.g., day one 
sampling of all probes will begin  at approximately 2:00 
am, day two sampling of all probes will begin at 
approximately 7:00 am, day three sampling of all probes 
will begin at approximately 12 noon, day four sampling of 
all probes will begin at approximately 5:00 pm, and day 
five sampling will begin at approximately 10:00 pm).  A 
measurement of PH3 in the breathing level (4 to 5 feet 
above the ground surface) for industrial hygiene (IH) 
purposes will also be recorded at the time of each soil 
gas measurement.”  This approach is consistent with the 
Site-Wide Gas Assessment (SRI Work Plan Field 
Modification #15, July 2010).   
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
4. The Soil Gas Action Level discussion (Section 3.1.2.1, page 3-7) 



identifies several actions to account for the likelihood of false 
positives (e.g., re-sampling after detection, parking vehicles 
downwind and greater than 30 feet from the sampling location) 
with the PH3 soil gas measurement, mentioning that vehicle 
exhaust could impact the measurement.   EPA agrees that such 
actions are prudent.  However, if a soil gas sampling point has 
been installed correctly and leak tested with a tracer gas (typically 
helium) akin to what is specified in ASTM D7663-12 (Standard 
Practice for Active Soil Gas Sampling in the Vadose Zone for 
Vapor Intrusion Evaluations), it should not be impacted by 
surface conditions.  The specified procedure helps ensure that the 
sample being pulled in as “soil gas” is actually that, and not 
entrained ambient air from the surface.  FMC must confirm that 
the samples are collected appropriately because, if vehicle exhaust 
could be causing false positives, entrained ambient air can also 
cause false negatives at the same location. 



Based on FMC’s experience during the Site-Wide 
Gas Assessment Study (2010), the potential 
interferences with the PH3 monitors (engine 
exhaust, sulfur oxides, etc.) for soil gas monitoring 
is no longer a concern and this provision has been 
deleted from the Soil Gas Action Level bullet in 
Section 3.1.2.1. 



5. In vapor intrusion studies, the typical attenuation rate between 
shallow soil gas locations and indoor air is 0.1. This means that a 
constituent measured at 0.5 parts per million (ppm) in the soil gas 
would be expected to be found at 0.05 ppm in indoor air, and much 
less than in the ambient air. The Ambient Air Monitoring Action 
Level discussion (Section 3.1.2.1, page 3-8) appears to account for 
no attenuation.  While conservative, this approach may 
inaccurately reflect actual ambient air quality at the site and may 
need to be revisited in the future. 



Comment acknowledged.  The PSVP has been 
revised to state that the trigger level may be 
adjusted in the future, as approved by EPA. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
6. Remedial Action Support Surveys (RASS) for gamma in RA-G 



North are described in Section 3.2.1.1 of the revised PSVP, along 
with subsequent site-wide RASS efforts (pages 3-11 through 3-
15). There is some confusion regarding the correlation between the 
RASS and Final Status Surveys detailed in Section 3.2.1.2 of the 
revised PSVP (pages 3-15 through 3-19). Section 3.2.1.1 indicates 
that the RASS will be used both to: (1) determine if the gamma cap 
equivalent features in RA-G North meet the gamma exposure rate 
Remedial Action Objective (RAO); and (2) obtain data for use in 
planning the FSS.  The former objective suggests that FMC may 
replace the proposed FSS with RASS in RA-G North, but the last 
paragraph on page 3-12 indicates that the RASS need not be as 
extensive or rigorous than the FSS.  However, differences between 
the two survey types are not clearly spelled out, and the value to be 
provided by performing RASS in addition to FSS is unclear.  The 
text must be revised to clarify that FSS efforts are separate from, 
and in addition to, RASS activities, and that RASS results will not 
be used in lieu of FSS results for decision-making purposes at RA-
G North (i.e., to document achievement of RAOs for soil). 



The PSVP text in Section 3.2.1 has been revised 
consistent with the March 29, 2016 EPA-FMC 
conference call to discuss the gamma surveys that 
will be performed at the RA-G North 
Redevelopment gamma cap-equivalent features.  
As described in Section 4.3.3.2 of the RAWP 
(revised April 11, 2016), final status surveys (FSS) 
will be performed on the gamma-cap-equivalent 
(GCE) features at the ValleyAg warehouse, 
detention pond, tank farm and scale prior to 
construction above those GCE features.  The FSS 
for RA-G North will encompass the ValleyAg 
access road, parking and laydown area GCE 
features in the RA-G North Redevelopment area 
and the RA-G North gamma cap outside the 
redevelopment as a single survey unit. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
7. Previous discussions have indicated that FSS of structural 



foundations in RA-G North will be performed in sequence once 
the foundations are ready, rather than waiting for a site- wide FSS.  
Documentation confirming achievement of RAOs will be provided 
to EPA for review and approval during the redevelopment effort 
(following the schedule provided as Figure 7-1 of the revised 
RAWP) to allow construction of overlying structures to proceed. 
However, revised text in Section 7 of the RAWP suggests that a 
site-wide FSS will be completed only near the end of capping 
phase construction.  This option would be acceptable, as long as 
the project schedule is revised accordingly, and construction of 
overlying features is postponed until the site-wide FSS is 
completed, reviewed, and approved by EPA.  If the “site-wide” 
FSS is actually intended to address only those gamma-capped areas 
outside of RA-G North, the text should be revised to clarify that 
limitation, and to explain how FSS results for gamma cap 
equivalent components at RA-G North will be folded into the site-
wide FSS.  Finally, FMC must anticipate at least two weeks for 
EPA review of the site-wide FSS. 



As described in FMC’s response to EPA Comment 
6, the PSVP has been revised to specify that 
FSSs will be performed at the ValleyAg 
warehouse, detention pond, tank farm and scale 
before construction above those GCE features. 
The FSS for RA-G North will encompass the 
ValleyAg access road, parking and laydown area 
GCE features in the RA-G North Redevelopment 
area and the RA-G North gamma cap outside the 
redevelopment as a single survey unit.  The FSSs 
at RA-A, RA-F (excluding F1 and F2) and RA-G 
(North and South 1 and 2) will be performed near 
the end of cap construction as described in RAWP 
Section 7 and shown on Figure 7-1 for the RA-G 
North FSS.  FMC anticipates EPA will review the 
results of the RA-A, RA-F and RA-G FSSs during 
the notice of construction completion process 
described in Section 4.6 of the RAWP. 



8. Section 3.2.1.1 (pages 3-13 through 3-15) includes descriptions of 
surveys intended to evaluate gamma shine from the adjacent Simplot 
property.  EPA does not consider these measurements to be either 
useful or necessary.  The gamma RAO applies to gamma radiation 
from the capped slag, and the shielded sodium iodide detector has 
been demonstrated to eliminate shine interference from extraneous 
sources. The Gamma Cap Performance Evaluation Report 
Addendum, June 2015, demonstrated that the shielded sodium 
iodide detector has adequate sensitivity to meet gamma RAOs in the 
context of background levels at the site including shine. 



As discussed during the March 29, 2016 EPA-
FMC conference call, the sodium iodide detector 
shield is not 100 percent efficient and there is a 
potential for shine from the gypstack to affect rate 
counts, particularly at RA-G South 1 and South 2 
and to a lesser extent RA-G North where 
measurements will be made in close proximity to 
the significantly elevated gystack slopes.  FMC 
believes performing these measurements as part 
of the RASS is prudent so that any shine effects 
can be discussed with EPA prior to performing the 
FSS at RA-G. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
9. Section 3.2.1.1, RASS Objectives, second paragraph, line 7 



(highlighted text on page 3- 12): Replace “FFS” with “FSS”, or 
define the new term and include in list of acronyms. 



The typographical error has been corrected. 



10. The “Scope of Subsequent RA-G North Remedial Action Support 
Surveys” (Section 3.2.1.1, page 3-13) specifies a single daily 
reference area measurement.  As support surveys, RASS 
measurements will not be the basis for CERCLA decision-making. 
However, if MARSSIM-consistent methods are to be used to 
evaluate the RA-G North RASS, it should be noted that a reference 
area data set, not just a single data point, is recommended. 



The PSVP has been revised to indicate that for 
the FSSs, ten measurements (plus one duplicate) 
will be made at the reference area.  However, for 
the retained section describing RASSs that are not 
intended for final decision-making, the single point 
reference area measurement check is appropriate.



11. It should be noted that the reference (background) gamma levels for 
the WUA generally are likely to be different than the gamma levels 
from specific structural foundation materials (e.g., gravel, cobble). 
Previous gamma evaluations of materials should be referenced.  It 
may be helpful for the RASS scope to include evaluation of 
reference levels for these materials. 



Comment noted.  The PSVP section describing 
the RASSs is sufficiently flexible to include 
additional surveys of the WUA gravel and/or 
imported aggregate base as the project proceeds.  



12. The PSVP numbering was revised based on the addition of RASS 
details in Section 3.2.1.1. However, there are now three discussions 
labelled as Section 3.2.1.2 (on pages 3-15, 3-19, and 3-20), and 
subsections were not properly renumbered.  Correct these 
typographical errors throughout Section 3.2.1 of the revised PSVP. 



The subsection numbering referenced in the 
comment has been revised and corrected. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
13. Clarify the first bullet in Section 3.2.1.2 (page 3-20) and footnote 4 



to Table 3 to refer to quarterly and semiannual inspections of the 
surface of the gamma cap and observable components of the RA-G 
North gamma cap equivalent features.  Many of the gamma cap 
equivalent features in the redevelopment area will be covered and 
unavailable for visual inspection.  Additionally, expand this bullet to 
include the criteria to be met prior to proposing a change in the 
initial monitoring frequency, as per EPA’s February 6, 2016 
comment A.7.a (i.e., if it can be demonstrated that the nominal rate 
of erosion between monitoring periods do not result in cap 
reductions below the required gamma cap thickness across the 
overall area or below 10 inches at any location).  The bullet must be 
expanded to define the term “significant erosion” as per EPA’s 
February 6, 2016 comment B.1.a, to note that the repairs will return 
the gamma cap to its original design thickness, and to discuss 
implementation of additional erosion control measures as needed for 
the gamma caps (following the discussion provided with regard to 
ET caps on page 3-3 of the revised PSVP). 



The bullet referenced in the comment (now the 
first bullet in Section 3.2.4) has been revised 
consistent with the comment and with FMC’s 
response to EPA Comment 1 regarding monitoring 
frequency.  Throughout the PSVP, “significant 
erosion” has been replaced with “erosion 
exceeding the limits specified in the OM&M Plan.” 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
14. Section 3.1.1.1 (page 3-3) specifies the proposed density of topsoil 



depth indicators for the ET cap (one per four acres). However, 
corresponding Section 3.2.1.2 (page 3-21, second bullet does not 
provide specific details on the planned density and locations of cap 
thickness monuments  for the gamma cap, which will vary based on 
cap slope and other factors. This issue is addressed in FMC’s 
response to EPA comment B.1.a and has been the subject of much 
discussion (including in the draft memo prepared by Golder 
Associates dated March 14, 2016 titled “Cap Thickness Monument 
Density Calculation for Gamma Caps”).  The calculations in that 
draft memo were based on an assumption that the “level of 
criticality (K)” was low. In consideration of the fact that failure of 
the entire cap area would represent an unacceptable risk, the K value 
must be assigned a maximum value, rather than a low one.  
Calculated values of “P” and “n” must be revised accordingly. 



 
The associated analysis must be rerun, and the PSVP expanded to 
clarify placement of the gamma cap thickness monuments.  Maps 
must also be provided to show proposed monument locations and 
associated physical slopes in the gamma cap areas. Calculations in 
the draft Golder memo, amended in response to EPA comments, 
must also be included in the RDR and PSVP as a new appendix. 



Section 3.2.1.2 has been revised to describe the 
density of soil depth indicators to be used for the 
gamma cap and to reference the OM&M Plan for 
details, including figures showing the locations of 
the soil depth indicators.   
 
The soil depth indicator calculation memorandum 
has been revised as requested to use a “K” value 
of 3.0 (the maximum value from the EPA guidance 
indicating a “Very Critical” element).  The 
calculated number of samples per acre for areas 
with 4H:1V slopes increased from 0.47 to 0.51 per 
acre.  This equates to the same spacing/density 
as previously determined (i.e., 1 indicator per 2 
acres) on the 4H:1V slopes). 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
15. The draft Golder memo also highlights the need to ensure long-term 



cap performance, in addition to confirming short-term cap 
performance (i.e., that the gamma caps have been properly installed 
and are functioning as expected over time).  Appendix B-3 to the 
RDR projects that erosional forces (wind and rain) could ultimately 
cause the gamma caps to lose 4.3 inches of soil within the RA-F 
area over their operational lifetime of 500 years.  Given that the 
proposed buffer is only two inches thick, erosional losses around 
four inches would not allow for proper shielding and cap 
functionality.  In fact, such a design will ensure that topsoil addition 
will be needed for the caps to remain effective.  It is for this reason 
that EPA comments have repeatedly pointed out the need for an 
erosional buffer layer above the shielding layer, or a rigorous 
approach to monitoring cap thickness and making timely repairs. It 
is unclear why the remedial design will not require placement of 
gamma caps of sufficient thickness to withstand projected erosional 
losses in the first place rather than planning for failure and repair. 
Additional discussion on this issue is required in the RDR and 
PSVP. 



The soil loss calculations are based on bare 
ground during the first 2-years on the 4:1 external 
slopes of RA-F which predict up to 1.6 inches of 
erosion rainfall (1.2 inches) and wind (0.4 inches).  
The soil loss calculations do not account for the 
erosion control blankets (ECBs) that will be 
installed following seeding of the RA-F slopes that 
will minimize both sheet-flow rainfall and wind 
erosion loss during the first 2 to 3 years.  In 
addition, the soil loss equation calculations are 
estimates of potential soil erosion, not definitive 
“known” amounts that will occur.  Based on FMC’s 
experience with the capped RCRA and calciner 
ponds and the recent experience with the runoff 
erosion at RA-E South and RA-H East, erosion 
during the first 2 years primarily occurs where 
rainfall runoff flows are concentrated.  Erosion due 
to concentrated flow would not necessarily be 
prevented by increasing the cap thickness.  
Rainfall runoff erosion will be very evident during 
visual monitoring inspections, and can be 
relatively easily repaired by adding compacted soil 
and installing supplemental localized erosion 
controls.  The RDR currently includes a discussion 
of the soil loss calculations, ECBs requirements, 
and citation to the robust OM&M program.  A 
similar summary has been added to the PSVP. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
16. Section 3.2.1.1 (page 3-22) stated that “topographic survey transects 



will be performed once every five years in conjunction with the 
EPA’s 5-year reviews to evaluate cap thickness between monument 
locations.”  However, given the relative ease of surveying, and the 
criticality of ensuring adequate thickness across the entire cap 
surface, the PSVP text and tables must be revised to require 
performance of topographic survey transects no less than annually.  
In addition to increasing the survey frequency, the text must 
specifically note that “as-built surveys across the site will be 
compared to updated topographical survey data to assess cover 
thickness, in addition to monitoring of cap thickness markers.”  
Finally, this section must describe survey methods to be used (e.g., 
laser surveys, LIDAR). 



The maximum soil loss is calculated based on bare 
ground during the first 2-years on the 4:1 external 
slopes of RA-F which predicts up to 1.6 inches of 
rainfall (1.2 inches) and wind (0.4 inches) erosion, or 
0.8 inches per year for each of the first two years.  
Further, the soil loss calculations do not account for the 
erosion control blankets (ECBs) that will be installed on 
the RA-F slopes that will minimize both sheet-flow 
rainfall and wind erosion loss during the first 2 to 3 
years.  The criticality of maintaining the gamma cap 
thickness has already been incorporated into the 
calculation of the density of soil depth indicators and 
has been set to the maximum value in response to 
EPA Comment 14.  FMC does not believe that 
performing topographic surveying on an annual basis 
(in addition to the other inspections and soil depth 
measurements) is a necessary means of maintaining 
the effectiveness of the gamma caps.  If it is 
determined at the time of the first 5-year review that 
reliance on soil depth indicator measurements is 
insufficient in some areas (based on a review of survey 
information at that time), then alternate methods for 
monitoring the gamma cap thickness in those areas 
will be evaluated in consultation with EPA.  The PSVP 
will be updated to reference the OM&M Plan where the 
survey methods to be used at the time of the 5-year 
review are described. 
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
17. According to Section 3.2.1.2 (page 3-22), indoor air monitoring or 



phosphine and radon gases will be conducted in occupied areas of 
the RA-G North warehouse twice after construction is complete to 
confirm that the radon mitigation system is protective.  The PSVP 
proposes to conduct initial sampling approximately 30 days after 
completion and a second round during the indoor heating season.  
While EPA’s vapor intrusion guidance (OSWER 9200.2-154) is 
silent with regard to frequency of sampling, the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection’s Vapor Intrusion 
Technical Guidance from March 2013 suggests that indoor air 
sampling be conducted initially within 30-45 days  after system 
startup and again during the heating season to verify that the 
mitigation system is operating properly. Following that, the 
guidance recommends periodic inspections of the mitigation system 
(beginning on a quarterly basis and dropping to annual within three 
years) and resampling of indoor air (annually for at least the first 
three years or longer until results are consistently less than 1/10th of 
the threshold limit value, and then every five years thereafter).  
Expand the PSVP to include ongoing indoor air assessments for the 
warehouse and any other occupied buildings within the RA-G North 
redevelopment area. 



The Vapor Intrusion Technical Guidance states (NJDEP) 
sates: “Once an adequate demonstration of vapor intrusion 
mitigation system effectiveness has been made, indoor air 
quality generally will be acceptable as long as an adequate 
pressure difference is maintained throughout the footprint of 
the building.”  It also recommends sampling of indoor air 
after system commissioning, then during the heating season 
in the first year of operations, and again in the third year and 
annually thereafter until the results are consistent.  For 
passive systems the NJDEP VITG also recommends 
sampling indoor air every 5 years.  However, FMC will 
evaluate the results of indoor air monitoring performed 30 
days following system commissioning to ensure the system 
is operating as designed and indoor air levels are below the 
PSVP action Level.  Following performance testing, these 
results will be compared with results of indoor air monitoring 
performed during the first heating season.  Annual 
monitoring during the heating season will continue until two 
consecutive rounds of consistent indoor air sample results 
below the action level.  If any result exceeds the PSVP 
action level, FMC will perform confirmatory sampling and 
consider the potential need to modify the mitigation system.  
Additional details about the sampling activities and 
evaluation of results will be provided in the OM&M Plan. 
 
An OM&M Plan specific to the mitigation system will be 
included as an attachment to the system design that is being 
prepared and submitted under separate cover for EPA 
review and approval.  The mitigation system OM&M Plan will 
include detailed requirements for system performance 
testing, annual OM&M evaluations and performance testing 
following system or building modifications.  Additional indoor 
air sampling will be performed if building conditions change, 
if additional information regarding sub-surface conditions 
warrants further investigation, or if monitoring of the 
mitigation system indicates that performance does not meet 
the objectives of the system design.
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EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
18. The highlighted indoor and outdoor air monitoring bullets text in 



Section 3.2.1.2 (page 3-22) must be expanded to include 
descriptions of action(s) to be taken if concentrations exceed 1.0 
ppm PH3. 



The text in Section 3.2.1.2 has been revised to 
add actions if monitored PH3 concentrations 
exceed 1.0 ppm similar to the actions described in 
3.1.2.1 Performance Metrics for Phosphine (PH3) 
Monitoring on ET Caps. 



19. FMC must revise the PSVP to require semiannual monitoring for 
phosphine gas in gamma- capped areas, consistent with air 
monitoring for the ET caps.  As noted in FMC’s response to EPA 
comment C.4.a, “ET cap gas monitoring will be performed twice per 
year (semiannually) and will be performed during the spring and 
fall, when atmospheric conditions (storm fronts) are more likely and 
which are associated with a higher potential for phosphine flux 
toward the ground surface.”  Seasonal variability is as much of a 
concern with the gamma caps as it is with regard to the ET caps. 



The PSVP has been revised to specify the outdoor 
air monitoring will be performed semi-annually 
during the spring and fall, as requested. 



20. The second bullet on page 3-22 (Section 3.2.1.2) must be expanded 
to require measurement and evaluation of sub-slab pressures around 
the perimeter of the building to confirm that a sufficient vacuum has 
been established, as per FMC’s response to EPA comment A.3.b. 
Also, revise the PSVP to move “is protective” on line 6 to the end of 
the sentence on line 4, so that the text reads “…to confirm the radon 
mitigation system is protective.” 



FMC’s draft response to EPA’s February 6, 2016 
comment on radon mitigation for the occupied 
portion of the ValleyAg warehouse was developed 
prior to selecting the mitigation system that will be 
used.  Therefore, it would have been more 
appropriate to state that the specific monitoring 
activities will depend on the detailed final system 
design.  The PSVP will be revised to indicate that 
a plan for operation, maintenance, and 
performance monitoring of the system will be 
provided to EPA for review and approval as part of 
the system design. 
 



21. Section 3.2.1.3, page 3-23, first bullet, line 1: remove the phrase 
“expected to be” and revise the text to read “For the first two years, 
or longer until vegetation is established…” This same edit should be 
incorporated into items 3 and 4 on page 3-11. 



The text has been revised consistent with this 
comment and FMC’s response to EPA Comment 
1. 











   
FMC Response to EPA March 29, 2016 Comments Page 13 April 18, 2016 
on the PSVP 



EPA March 29, 2016 Comment FMC Response 
22. Section 3.4.1.1 specifies the proposed schedule for inspection of 



security systems, focusing on fencing, gates, signage, and potential 
evidence of unauthorized entry or attempted entry. FMC should 
increase the inspection frequency to monthly during the lag period 
between when the Valley Agronomics operations become active and 
open to customers and when the soil remedy has been fully 
constructed.  It is critical to keep visitors to the site out of active 
remediation areas. 



The text will be revised as suggested by the 
comment; however, as shown on RAWP Figures 
7-1 and 7-2, the capping is scheduled to be 
completed in October 2016 while the ValleyAg 
construction is scheduled to be completed in 
January 2017. 



23. Table 2 must be revised to indicate that, within 48 hours of a 
triggering storm or seismic event, FMC will evaluate the ET caps 
for signs of stormwater erosion, inspect stormwater diversion control 
systems, and conduct a visual survey for subsidence in the vicinity of 
the slag pit sump (as per language on page 3-9 of the revised PSVP). 
As currently presented, the table suggests that the slag pit sump area 
will only be evaluated after seismic events. 



The table has been revised to clarify that 
inspections following triggering storms will be 
performed to inspect for signs of stormwater 
erosion and stormwater diversion control systems.  
Visual survey inspections will be performed after 
triggering seismic events to detect signs of 
subsidence. 



24. In accordance with text on page 3-22, expand Table 3 to include 
topographic surveys as part of EPA’s 5-year reviews to evaluate cap 
thickness between monument locations. Technologies (e.g. laser 
surveys, LIDAR) to be used must be specified. 



The table has been revised as suggested by the 
comment and references the OM&M Plan for 
details on the surveying methods and accuracy. 



25. Expand the second row in Table 3 to delete “TBD” and insert indoor 
air monitoring response actions detailed on page 3-22 (as revised in 
response to comment 14 above). 



The table has been revised consistent with the 
comment. 



26. Revise footnote 4 to Table 3 to indicate that the referenced 
inspection frequencies may be reduced after two years, if 
demonstrations have been provided to show that such a change 
would not impact functionality of the gamma cap, and EPA approval 
has been obtained in advance of implementing the change in 
frequency. 



The footnote has been revised as suggested by 
this comment and FMC’s response to EPA 
Comments 1 and 13. 



27. Footnote 6 to Table 3 must be expanded to include details on 
selection of outdoor air monitoring locations, as presented in the 
third paragraph of FMC’s response to EPA comment A.4. 



Consistent with comment, the footnote has been 
revised to state that the details of the outdoor 
monitoring are contained in the OM&M plan. 



 

















From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; Fleming, Sheila; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Tony Galloway; Ladd R. Edmo; Casper


 Appenay; Arnold Appeney; Woods, Jim; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: Analytical Results
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:18:18 AM
Attachments: 2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure - Rev Aug 2015.pdf


Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste incinerator contain
 sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former large-capacity septic system vault. 
 The sludge has not been tested but instead, consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the
 approved work plan, is being managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft closure plan,
 and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by FMC
 contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of the work when
 onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s contractor to you, as the Tribes’
 representative, at the same time those reports are sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you over the
 telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please feel free to telephone
 me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 



This Work Plan has been prepared for the closure of a flow-through below-ground concrete vault 
that was formerly used as a septic tank at FMC’s former elemental phosphorus plant located in 
Power County, Idaho.  Until recently, the vault passed sanitary waste from one restroom and four 
sinks in the Training Center building to the sewer system connected to the City of Pocatello’s 
Water Pollution Control (WPC) treatment plant (“POTW”).  This Work Plan describes the steps 
and procedures for closure of the Training Center vault (TC vault).   



1.1 BACKGROUND 



As described in FMC’s August 6, 2014 letter to EPA,  FMC’s operation and maintenance 
(O&M) contractor on August 5, 2014 was supervising the pumping of a flow‐through sanitary 
wastewater vault connecting the restrooms and sinks in the Training Center building to a pipeline 
that flows to the City of Pocatello’s wastewater treatment plant.  Two waste removal (vacuum) 
trucks were used in that operation. After two truck‐loads of liquid sanitary wastes had been 
removed, the trucks returned to the site and the trucks (one each on either end of the tank) 
removed the remaining liquid and began to remove accumulated sewage sludge from the bottom 
of the sanitary tank. When removing the hose pumping from the port on the south end of the tank 
(the influent pipe end of the TC vault), wispy smoke was observed leaving the end of the hose 
for a brief period of time (less than 10 minutes). FMC’s O&M contractor directed the work to 
stop.  Both trucks were emptied into portable aboveground containers at the site and both of the 
vacuum trucks were rinsed with clean water. The wispy smoke is considered indicative of the 
presence of elemental phosphorus (P4), which is a solid at ambient temperature. While no smoke 
was observed in the material pumped by the second truck, in an abundance of caution that 
material was also emptied into an aboveground container and the truck was rinsed with clean 
water as described above.    



The sanitary wastewater emptied from the vacuum trucks was allowed to settle and the clarified 
sanitary wastewater, which had previously been tested for TCLP metals and pH and was found 
not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic, was pumped from the aboveground containers 
and disposed at the POTW that received the first two loads.  The settled solids in the 
aboveground tanks were subsequently transferred into 55-gallon drums and managed as 
hazardous waste.  The drums were shipped to the Heritage-WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration.  The water used to decontaminate the aboveground containers (after removal of the 
solids) was separately tested for TCLP metals and pH.  This water did not exhibit any hazardous 
waste characteristic.  After that analysis had been made, the wastewater was transported and 
disposed at the POTW that received the liquid waste loads.  The hose used to pump the north end 
of the TC vault was inspected and there was no visual evidence of P4.  That hose was rinsed with 
clean water, the rinsate was drained into the vault, and the hose was returned to ordinary service 
by the vacuum truck contractor.  The hose that was used to pump from the south end of the TC 
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vault was decontaminated with clean water.  Both the hose decontamination water and a 
confirmatory rinsate sample from the decontaminated hose were tested for TCLP metals and pH.  
The decontamination water and the decontaminated hose, based on the rinsate sample result, 
were found not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic.  The decontamination water then 
was disposed of on-site and the decontaminated hose was placed in a garbage bin for disposal at 
the Bannock County landfill.   



1.2 TRAINING CENTER VAULT BACKGROUND 



The TC vault was previously known as the “Change House” septic tank. This tank was 
historically used to collect sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Building, the lab/process 
building (other than lab sinks), the Maintenance Building washroom and the Change House until 
1991, when these flows through the TC vault were tied into (piped to) the City of Pocatello 
POTW.  At that time, it ceased to function as a septic tank and became a “flow-through” tank.  
The TC vault was identified as ID S9 on Table 4‐51(n) and indicated as remaining in service in 
the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report (MWH, 2009a).  Table 4-51(n) of that report 
summarizes the remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures at the FMC Plant OU.  
The TC vault also was listed on an inventory of five septic systems and drain pit/field that FMC 
provided to EPA in 1991.  FMC notified EPA of the change of operation and status of those 
septic systems and drain pit/field in September 2010 (provided in Attachment 1).  An amended 
EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for the TC vault is provided in Attachment 2. 



The Training Center building was constructed in 1994 and connected to the TC vault, which as 
stated above was a flow-through tank at that time.  After the plant shutdown in 2001, the 
buildings that were connected to the TC vault were demolished with the exception of the 
Training Center.  The Training Center building remained in use, and the bathroom and sinks in 
that building discharged to the TC vault and Pocatello POTW.  



Based on available information, the potential presence of any P4 in this tank had not previously 
been identified.  Given the August 5 event, FMC can only speculate that the source of the 
apparent P4 in the tank (which would be minimal based on the limited smoking that was 
observed in one of two hoses) was likely the Change House. In the Change House, employees 
showered before leaving the plant site and personal protective equipment may have been 
removed and washed.  Presumably, small amounts of P4 could have been washed from boots and 
other protective equipment.  There also is a possibility that small amounts of P4 could have come 
from condensate from the plant-wide steam system that was used to heat the Engineering 
Building and was drained into the sewer collection system.  The plans and profiles for the 
sanitary waste system for the main office area showing the lateral and main sewer lines leading 
to the TC vault are shown on FMC plant drawing 36534, provided in Attachment 3. 
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The TC vault was constructed as a cast-in-place concrete, two-stage septic tank.  The TC vault 
was constructed with an operating capacity of 12,500 gallons.  The first stage contains a full-
width baffle 2.5 feet from the influent pipe to decrease the flow velocity and promote solids 
settling.  The bottom of the vault is sloped toward the influent side and is about 7.75 feet below 
the invert at the inlet and 6 feet below the invert at the wall separating the second stage.  The 
overflow to the second stage is a gooseneck with an invert at about 6 feet above the floor and the 
separation wall.  The second stage floor is level and the effluent pipe invert is also at 6 feet above 
the floor of the second stage. The plan and sections for the TC vault are shown on FMC plant 
drawing 36539 provided in Attachment 2, where it is identified as a 12,500-gallon septic tank.  
The effluent from the TC vault flowed to a distribution box and drainfield (discussed in Section 
1.3 below) until 1991, when the effluent was routed through a then-new manhole located north 
of the vault.  The manhole was piped to also collect flows from other plant office buildings.  The 
combined flow continued through effluent piping from the manhole to the Pocatello POTW.  The 
location of the manhole north of the TC vault (labeled MH1N) is shown on Figure 1-1. 



1.3 FORMER TRAINING CENTER VAULT DRAINFIELD 



The locations of four former septic drainfields east of the plant entrance at the FMC site were 
identified and investigated during the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) Remedial Investigation (RI).  
After the plant shutdown in 2001, numerous plant drawings were retained in electronic form; 
however, the plant drawing showing the exact location of the drainfield cannot be found.  
Therefore, in order to confirm which of these drainfields was formerly connected to the TC 
vault, FMC has consulted a former FMC plant engineer with first-hand knowledge of the 1974 
construction of the vault and the original distribution box and associated drainfield.  Figure 1-1 
shows the location of the former distribution box and drainfield for the TC vault.  According to 
the former plant engineer, the drainfield likely had six to eight drainlines (perforated pipelines) 
running east-west, bedded in drainrock channels approximately 30  inches below ground surface.  
The results of the EMF RI investigation at the TC vault former drainfield are described in 
Section 1.3.1 below. 



1.3.1 EMF Remedial Investigation Boring and Soil Sample Results 



As described in greater detail in the EMF RI Report (Bechtel, 1996), Section 4.2.3.2 FMC 
Facility Soils, four locations (soil boring designations F046B, F047B, F048B, and F049B) were 
sampled in the area of the septic drainfields east of the facility main gate.  Each boring was 
advanced to between 10 and 11 feet, and three to five soil samples were taken at each location. 
The samples were analyzed for the normal (EMF RI facility soil investigation) suite of inorganic 
parameters plus gross alpha and gross beta. 



As shown on Figure 1-1, EMF RI boring F048 was drilled and sampled in the drainfield that was 
formerly connected to the TC vault.  The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-107, 
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provides the following evaluation of the analytical results for the soil samples collected from 
boring F048:   



F048B was advanced from the surface to 10 feet, with soil samples taken at 2.5-foot 
intervals. Of the characteristic trace metals tested for, only zinc was above the 
representative level, and that was in the surficial sample. The uppermost sample was a 
dark brown topsoil fill; the remaining four were yellowish brown silts. Fluoride was 
above its representative level at the surface (1,690 mg/kg) Potassium exceeded the 
representative level in the 1.5-foot (3,610 mg/kg), 4-foot (4,080 mg/kg), and 9-foot 
(3,580 mg/kg) samples. Total phosphorus exceeded representative levels in the 1.5-foot 
(881 mg/kg), 9-foot (732 mg/kg), and 11.5-foot (734 mg/kg) samples (Table 4.2.3-8). 
The surficial sample had elevated levels of gross alpha (85.8 ± 25.6 pCi/g) and gross beta 
(36.5 ± 8.26 pCi/g) (Table 4.2.3-6). However, gross alpha and gross beta in the remaining 
soil horizons were all below representative levels. 



The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-108 summarizes the overall septic drainfield 
investigations as follows: 



Summary - Septic Drainfields.  The septic drainfield area had trace metals, anions 
(fluoride and total phosphorus), gross alpha, and gross beta in the surficial topsoils and 
near-surface soil above representative levels. With a few exceptions, the concentrations 
of these parameters do not persist with depth. The effect of EMF-related activities has 
been minimal in the area.  



Other than the result for total phosphorus that exceeded the representative (background) level in 
the deepest (11.5 feet) soil samples, the RI results from boring F048 indicate that the former TC 
vault drainfield was and is a unlikely source of impact to groundwater.  Section 1.3.2 below 
describes groundwater conditions in the area of the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on 
orthophosphate and total phosphorus in shallow groundwater. 



1.3.2 Assessment of Potential Groundwater Impacts from the TC Vault and Former Drainfield 



The nature and extent and fate and transport of contaminants in groundwater at the FMC site is 
described in detail in the EMF RI Report and the Groundwater Current Conditions Report for the 
FMC Operable Unit (GWCCR; MWH, 2009b).  Groundwater investigations and on-going 
groundwater monitoring have been performed for over 20 years.  During the over 20 years of 
groundwater monitoring at the FMC OU, sampling has been performed at approximately 125 
monitoring wells at the FMC OU, resulting in over 4,500 samples and over 50,000 individual 
analytical results.  This section provides an assessment of the potential groundwater impacts 
from the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on total phosphorus concentrations above the 
background level in soil samples collected from RI boring F048.   
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Orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations in groundwater at the FMC OU are depicted 
on Figure 1-2, which was originally published as Figure 5.1-6 in the GWCCR.  The 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are primarily averages from the period 
November 1996 through May 2008.  As shown on the figure and reported in the GWCCR, the 
Western Ponds Area and particularly former unlined Pond 8S were significant sources of 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus to groundwater beneath the FMC site.  The plumes from that 
area flow downgradient to the northeast toward the northeast FMC plant site boundary.  The TC 
vault and former drainfield are located in the northeast boundary area.  Groundwater monitoring 
well 134 is the nearest well upgradient from the TC vault, and former drainfield and monitoring 
well 111 is the nearest well that is directly downgradient.  As shown on the inset table below, 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are significantly lower in downgradient well 
111 compared to upgradient well 134 and the proximal cross-gradient well TW-5S. 



Monitoring 
Well 



Position Relative 
to TC Vault 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (GWCCR, 2009) 



(mg/l) 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (2013) 



(mg/l) 



134 Upgradient 19.8 18.8 



111 Downgradient 3.95 2.24 



 



Average orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations using 2013 monitoring data are 
plotted on Figure 1-3, which zooms in on the wells in the area of the TC vault and its former 
drainfield.  As shown on Figure 1-3 and the inset table above, orthophosphate / total phosphorus 
concentrations have remained significantly lower in downgradient well 111 compared to 
upgradient well 134.  Further, the concentrations in both wells have decreased compared to the 
averages reported in the GWCCR.  The decreasing concentrations are consistent with the 
findings in the GWCCR that source control actions to date at the FMC OU (e.g., completion of 
closure of Pond 8S in 1999) have successfully decreased source loading to the groundwater 
system at the site. 



Based on this assessment of the groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the TC vault and 
former drainfield, there is no evidence that either is a discernable source of orthophosphate / total 
phosphorus to the groundwater system at the site. 



1.4 SCOPE OF WORK PLAN 



The scope of this Work Plan is to accomplish the following: 



1. Complete removal of the remaining water and solids from the TC vault and inspect the 
integrity of the TC vault;  
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2. Clean the sewer lines located within Remediation Area (RA)-A upgradient of the TC 
vault, perform video inspection to confirm that the lines were thoroughly cleaned, and 
plug/abandon the pipeline sections within RA-A;  



3. Complete decontamination and closure of the TC vault; and 



4. Depending on the conditions observed during scope item 1 above, conduct contingent 
additional pipeline cleaning downgradient of the TC vault and/or conduct a subsurface 
investigation at the TC vault. 
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2.0 CLOSURE PROCEDURES 



This section provides a description of the TC vault closure procedures.  To facilitate the actions 
detailed in this Work Plan, preliminary work has been completed that has provided access to the 
TC vault.  The two to three feet of soil covering the vault was removed and stockpiled outside 
the working area, and the vault’s monolithic concrete roof was cut into removable sections.  
Also, the asphaltic concrete (AC) that partially covered manholes MHS1 and MHS2 was 
removed to allow access to those manholes.   



The FMC OU is covered by a Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan (SWHASP; FMC, 2013). The 
SWHASP sets forth the Site health and safety organization, specific Site hazards, Site controls, 
Site evacuation procedures, Site PPE requirements, general health and safety procedures, and 
emergency procedures.  The TC vault closure work will be performed consistent with the 
requirements of the SWHASP. 



2.1 CLEANING AND CLOSURE OF THE VAULT AND UPGRADIENT PIPING 



2.1.1 Removal of Remaining Liquid and Solids, Pressure Washing and Inspection of the Vault 



The following sequential steps will be taken to remove the remaining liquid and solids content, 
pressure wash and inspect the TC vault:   



1. Remove the saw-cut sections of the vault roof to provide adequate access to perform 
the removal and inspection work. Because the vault was a gravity drain system (not 
pressurized), the potential for any water or solids in the vault to have come into contact 
with the vault roof is very low. However, the vault roof will be visually inspected for 
staining, and, if there is any indication of P4 contamination, the roof section(s) will be 
decontaminated (pressure washed) into the south cell of the vault.  



2. Remove any liquid above the solids layer in both the first and second stages of the vault 
and containerize that material.  Liquids will be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



3. Prepare to remove solids from the first stage of the vault directly into 55-gallon drums.  
Install an appropriate system to fill the drums while minimizing potential spillage 
outside the vault.  This may include building a drum filling platform, and possibly a 
drum filling hopper, within the vault. 



4. Remove solids from the first stage of the vault and containerize the material in 55-
gallon drums. 



5. All of the solids removed from the first stage of the vault will be managed as hazardous 
waste (e.g., the drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration). 
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6. If solids are found in the second stage of the vault after liquids are removed (Step 2 
above), the solids will be containerized.  Any solids removed from the second stage of 
the vault will be assessed for potential P4 content.  A representative sample(s) of the 
sediment will be collected from the container(s) for a visual P4 examination.  Because 
these samples will be very wet, the sample will be dried on a hot plate.  As the samples 
dries, any P4 present should oxidize, creating a visible smoke.  If P4 is encountered 
during sediment examination, based on visual observation of smoking or burning, then 
all the containers holding that sediment will be managed as hazardous waste (e.g., the 
drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for incineration).  If P4 is 
observed in the sediments from the second stage, the contingent down-gradient pipe 
line cleaning will be performed as described in Section 2.1.3 below.  If no visual 
indications of P4 (i.e., no smoking) are observed in the sediments from the second 
stage, the solids will be managed as described in Section 2.2 below. 



7. Preliminary visual inspection of the concrete walls and floor of the vault to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If any holes or significant cracks are found, their locations will be 
surveyed for the purpose of subsequent subsurface investigation, and the 
holes/significant cracks will be sealed prior to the pressure washing step. 



8. Pressure washing of the first and second stages of the vault walls and floor.  Wash 
water will be removed and containerized separately.  Collected washwater liquids will 
be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



9. Visual inspection of the integrity of the first and second stages of the vault, with 
particular emphasis on the corners between the side walls and the floor to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If there are either extensive cracks in the concrete, or the overall 
integrity of the concrete walls or floor is poor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of 
concrete aggregate), a contingent subsurface investigation at the TC vault will be 
conducted pursuant to the Sampling and Analysis Plan contained in Appendix A of this 
Work Plan.  Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the 
results of the contingent subsurface soil investigation, the subsurface investigation may 
be modified  to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the 
vault and former drainfield. A field modification will be prepared for any additional 
subsurface investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following 
implementation of this Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, 
the subsurface soil investigation. 
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2.1.2 Cleaning, Inspection, and Abandonment of Piping Up-gradient of Vault 



Manholes MHS1 and MHS2 (as shown on Figure 1-1) allow access for cleaning and video 
inspection of the sewer piping upgradient of the TC vault within RA-A.  The section of piping in 
RA-B upgradient from manhole MHS2 will not be cleaned.  This is because that section of 
piping, along with other un-cleaned underground industrial piping in RA-B, will be capped with 
an evapotranspirative (ET) cap as specified in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment for 
the FMC OU (EPA, 2012).  The upgradient piping within RA-A will be cleaned, inspected and 
abandoned under this Work Plan.  This work will proceed through the following sequential steps:   



1. The lateral pipeline from MHS1 to the former Change House enters MHS1 from the 
west, and should be accessible to clean at that manhole.  The lateral pipelines leading 
from the former Control Lab and Process Building have “Y” connections to the main 
pipeline between MHS1 and MHS2.  These lines will be cleaned by sending the pressure 
hose upgradient from MHS1 through the “Y” connections.  In the event that these lines 
cannot be accessed from MHS1, the pipe will be exposed (excavated) at the former 
building foundation and the pipes will be accessed for cleaning and inspection from the 
upgradient ends. 



2. The main sewer line from MHS2 to MHS1 to the TC vault will be cleaned by accessing 
the line at the manholes, and generally working downgradient toward the vault.   



3. The pipe cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be 
containerized, characterized and disposed per Section 2.2 (Waste Management).   



4. Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, all piping will be video surveyed to 
confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.   



5. Plug all inlets / outlets of manholes MHS1 and MHS2 using cement grout or concrete, 
and then backfill the manholes to grade with clean fill material (e.g., gravel).  If the 
pipelines leading from the former Control Lab and Process Building have been exposed 
(excavated) at the former building foundation to provide for access, those pipelines will 
be plugged and abandoned with cement grout or concrete and the excavations filled with 
the originally-removed fill materials. 



2.1.3 Contingent Down-gradient Pipeline Cleaning 



Due to the specific gravity of P4 (1.82), any P4 that entered the first stage of the TC vault would 
have likely settled near the full-width baffle designed to direct flow downward to the bottom of 
the vault.  Because the overflow from the first to the second stage is about 6 feet above the floor 
of the vault, there is a low probability that particles of P4 would have been carried over into the 
second stage, and a much lower probability that P4 particles would have passed through the 
overflow pipe from the second stage, which is also about 6 feet above the floor of the vault, into 
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the discharge pipe that leads from the vault to MHN1.  Also, during the visual inspection of 
MHN1, there were essentially no sediments in the manhole, which supports the conclusion that 
no solids, including relatively low specific gravity solids, carried over into the discharge pipe for 
deposition beyond the manhole. 



However, if P4 is observed in the sediments from the second stage of the TC vault (per 2.1.1 
Step 6), then this contingent down-gradient pipe line cleaning will be performed.  The pipeline 
from the TC vault to MHN1 will be cleaned by accessing the pipeline from either the TC vault 
effluent pipe or MHN1, or both.  Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, the section of 
piping will be video surveyed to confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.  The pipe 
cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be containerized, characterized 
and appropriately disposed of per Section 2.2 (Waste Management). 



2.1.4 Closure of the Vault  



Following the vault and pipeline cleaning, confirmation of that work through a video survey, and 
plugging/abandonment of the sewer piping appurtenant to the TC vault, the TC vault closure will 
be completed through the following sequential steps:   



1. Removal of any water and/or solids that have flowed into the vault during the upgradient 
pipeline cleaning (and downgradient piping if cleaning has been triggered). 



2. Plug the two inlets and the outlet of the vault using cement slurry or concrete. 



3. The saw cut sections of the vault roof will be placed flat in the bottom of the sump in 
such a manner as to leave no void space and the remainder of the vault will be filled with 
clean fill material (e.g., gravel) to grade.  The elevation of the final surface of the 
backfilled vault will then be surveyed. 



2.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT 



Table 2-1 lists the solid wastes that may be generated during the TC vault closure and pipe 
cleaning activities.  A waste determination will be performed for each solid waste generated 
during the TC vault closure and pipe cleaning work. 



The solid waste inventory (as provided in Table 2-1) is a tool used to track, record, and monitor 
waste determinations (as required by 40 CFR § 262.11); to track, record, and monitor the land 
disposal restriction information for each waste stream destined for off-site land disposal (as 
required in 40 CFR § 268.7); and to track final disposition of the wastes. All waste determination 
documentation will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(c).  Any hazardous 
waste manifests will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(a). 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Remaining water in 
TC vault (first and 
second stage) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample(s) will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 



Solids in first stage 
of the TC vault 



Manage as 
hazardous waste



Presumed 
presence of 
elemental 
phosphorus. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums). 



Solids will be managed as hazardous 
waste and shipped to Heritage-WTI, 
East Liverpool, OH. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Solids in second 
stage of the TC 
vault (if present) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums).  A representative 
sample of solids will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



TC Vault 
washwater 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Water collected 
during sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal.   



Sediment / solids 
collected during 
sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks or drums).  
A representative sample of 
remaining sediments will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



1 The preliminary waste determination is based upon generator knowledge at the time of development of this plan.  Additional 
waste determination will be performed at the time of generation. 
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3.0 DOCUMENTATION 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed, including any of any 
contingent work if conditions warrant, pursuant to this Work Plan.  The report will include 
appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed final elevation of the backfilled vault and 
any testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the performance of the work.  
The report will include recommendations for next steps if any additional work is warranted 
following implementation of this Work Plan. 
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Attachment 1 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Forms Submitted 2010











 



 FMC Corporation  



 1735 Market Street  



 Philadelphia PA 19103 



FMC Corporation 215.299.6000 phone  



 215.299.6947 fax 
  
 www.fmc.com  
 
 



Via Email 
 
September 17, 2010 
 
Jennifer Parker, LG, LHG 
Groundwater Unit, OCE-082 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 
 
Subject: EMF Injection Well Follow up 
 Update to the FMC Plant OU database 
 
Dear Ms. Parker: 
 
Thank you for your patience as FMC has worked through available historical files to 
ensure completeness of this response to update U.S.EPA’s records regarding 
Underground Injection Wells at the FMC Plant Operable Unit of Eastern Michaud Flats 
(EMF) superfund site.  This letter serves to provide some background, and transmit the 
Class V Well Closure Notification forms as requested to remove all of these systems 
from the EPA database. 
 
Background 
 
When the Westvaco Corporation started up an elemental phosphorus manufacturing 
plant west of Pocatello, Idaho in 1949, facilities to treat sanitary wastes were not 
available to the site, thus, subsurface septic systems were installed at various locations 
throughout the plant site to treat sanitary wastes generated by site employees.  Process 
waste streams, e.g., wastewaters containing elemental phosphorus, were directed to 
surface impoundments in the western portions of the property, but as process water was 
decanted from the ponds and recycled / reused within the process, sanitary wastes were 
segregated to avoid cross contamination of the product. Similarly, plant quality 
assurance laboratory sink drains were handled separately as analytical reagents could 
also result in contamination of the product if commingled with process wastewaters. 
 
Over the course of the life of the plant, septic systems were modified, replaced, and 
even renamed, to accommodate growth of the facility and changes in the operation, e.g., 
new buildings.  In 1991, the site submitted an inventory to EPA listing five septic systems 
and one drain pit/field in use at that time which would have met the definition of a Class 
V Underground Injection Well pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act regulations.  EPA 
has asked that FMC update this inventory.  As significant time has passed, and in fact, 
the FMC Pocatello plant has since closed and most facility structures demolished, 
update to the inventory has entailed a comprehensive file review to ensure 
completeness in the identification of drain fields, seepage pits or other systems which 
would be regulated under the federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) program.   











Ms. Jennifer Parker 
US EPA 
September 17, 2010 – Page 2 
 
 



  



This file review has determined the status of each of those systems which would be 
defined as ‘injection wells’ under the UIC program, and a discussion of each follows.  It 
should be noted that no additional systems which would be regulated as ‘injection wells’ 
have been identified in the course of the review. 
 
1. “Chem Waste Drainfield.”   This system was used to dispose of wastewaters 



discharged down the sink drains from the onsite quality assurance laboratory 
building.  This system is discussed in greater detail in the May 2009 Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit (“the SRI Report”), 
where system closure in 1995 is described along with the results of the SRI soil 
investigation conducted at this source.  The drain line and waste drain sump remain 
in place, as identified on Table 4-51(e) of the SRI report (ID 101 and S10, 
respectively), which summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and 
Structures. 
 



2. “Ad Min” septic tank drain field.   This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 
wastes from the newer Administrative Office building and the Gate House until 1991, 
when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant.  This 
tank was identified as out of service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S6) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
3. “Change House” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat 



sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Office building, the lab/process building 
(other than lab sinks), the Training Center, the Maintenance Building showers and 
the Change House until 1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello 
sewage treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  Except for the 
Training Center, the buildings which contained restroom facilities which were served 
by this unit have been demolished. The Training Center remains on site, and the 
bathrooms in that building discharge to this tank, which has functioned as a flow 
through tank, now referred to as the “Training Center tank.”  Nonetheless, this unit 
ceased to function as a Class V UIC in 1991. This tank was identified as remaining in 
service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S9) which summarizes remaining 
Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
4. ”DP” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 



wastes from the older data processing building and maintenance office building until 
1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant 
and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom 
facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished. This tank was 
identified as out of service in Table 4-51(d) of the SRI report (ID S7) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 
 



5. “Proportion Bldg” septic tank and drain field.  This system was used to collect and 
treat sanitary wastes from the Proportion building control rooms until 1994, when 
these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant and it ceased 
to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom facilities which 
were served by this unit have been demolished and plant drawings label this system  











Ms. Jennifer Parker 
US EPA 
September 17, 2010 – Page 3 
 
 



  



“abandoned.”  Based on site engineering practice, this would indicate that the tank 
was removed. 
 



6. “Kiln Bldg” septic tank seepage pits.  This system was used to collect and treat 
sanitary wastes from the area of the former kiln and proportioning building control 
rooms, until 1994, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage 
treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which 
contained restroom facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished 
and plant drawings label this system as “abandoned.”  Based on site engineering 
practice, this would indicate that the tank was removed.  The seepage pits are also 
labeled on plant drawings as “abandoned” which would indicate that they too were 
removed when the foundation for the Nodule Fines project was installed in this area 
subsequent to 1994.   



 
In reviewing the records, several conclusions and observations can be made: 
 
 There is no record that the site ever used a Class I, Class II, Class III, or Class IV 



UIC well.  Only Class V UICs were identified.   The 1991 Class V UIC inventory 
provides an additional line of evidence to corroborate the records search which was 
conducted to compile the SRI report. 
 



 There is no record that aside from the chem waste lab drain field, any industrial 
wastes were discharged to a UIC well at the FMC Plant OU. 



 
 All Class V UICs were taken out of service prior to 1999, the effective date of the 



current 40 CFR Subpart G rules.   
 
 Records indicated that FMC had other small septic systems on site which were tied 



into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant in the early 1990s, but these served 
fewer than 20 people, and thus were not included in the inventory or regulated as 
Class V UICs. 



 
 Extensive soil and groundwater investigation at the FMC Plant OU indicate none of 



these systems have adversely impacted soil or groundwater. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at (215) 299-6700 should you have questions regarding 
this information. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
Barbara E. Ritchie 
Associate Director, Environment 
 
Enclosure 
cc: Kira Lynch - EPA 
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Attachment 2 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for TC Vault 



Amended 2014 



 











United States Environmental Protection Agency



UIC Federal Reporting System



Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form



1. Name of facility:



Address of facility:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



County: Location: Lat./Long.:



2. Name of Owner/Operator:



Address of Owner/Operator:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



Legal contact: Phone number:



3. Type of well(s): Number of well(s):



4. Well construction (check all that apply):



Drywell Septic tank Cesspool



Improved sinkhole Drainfield/leachfield Other



5. Type of discharge:



6. Average flow (gallons/day): 7. Year of well construction:



8. Type of well closure (check all that apply):



Sample fluids/sediments Clean out well



Appropiate disposal of remaining fluids/sediments Install permanent plug



Remove well & any contaminated soil Conversion to other well type



Other (describe):



9. Proposed date of well closure:



10.Name of preparer: Date:



Certification



I certify under the penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted in this docu-
ment and all attachments and that, based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the infor-
mation, I believe that the information is true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for sub-
mitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment.  (Ref. 40 CFR 144.32).



Name and Official Title (Please type or print) Signature Date Signed



Type or print all information.  See reverse for instructions Form Approved 12/99  OMB No. 2040-0214



EPA Form 7520-17



FMC Corporation



Old Highway 30 West



Pocatello Idaho 83202



Power



FMC Corporation



1735 Market Street



Philadelphia PA 19103



Barbara Ritchie (215) 299-6700



Septic system 1



X



Sanitary waste, shower water, steam condensate



70 to 500 gpd Vault constructed 1974



X



X



X Removal and disposal of remaining contents of vault, plug inlet outlet and backfill with inert material.



October 2014



Barbara Ritchie



Barbara Ritchie; Associate Director Environment



X



X



(Vault)



(Inlet/outlet pipe)



9/30/2014



9/30/2014





sring


Text Box


Approval expires 11/30/2014





hartmanrj


Text Box


for Training Center Vault - Amended 2014





hartmanrj


Stamp
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Attachment 3 



FMC Plant Drawings Related to the TC Vault 
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APPENDIX A 



Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 
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Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 



As described in Section 2.1.1, Step 8 of the Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan, if the 
integrity of the concrete vault is suspected to have been compromised based on the post-
decontamination inspection, then a subsurface investigation will be performed at the vault.  This 
sampling and analysis plan (SAP) includes the field sampling plan and a quality assurance 
project plan (QAPP).  Standard operating procedures (SOPs) for this SAP are all referenced to 
the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May 2007 and are contained within that Plan.  The referenced 
SOPs were previously developed for the SRI for the FMC OU and will be used due to their 
applicability.   



1.0 FIELD SAMPLING PLAN 



1.1 TC Vault Subsurface Investigation 



If the contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to observed cracks in the concrete 
walls or floor of the vault, then a boring(s) will be located in proximity to the observed crack(s).  
For example, if a significant crack is observed in the southwest corner of the vault, a boring will 
be located adjacent to the southwest corner of the vault.  If any holes or significant cracks are 
located in the floor of the vault, a boring will be advanced directly through the floor as close as 
practicable to the surveyed location of the crack or hole after the vault has been backfilled. If the 
contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to poor overall integrity of the concrete walls 
or floor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of concrete aggregate), then five borings will be 
advanced, two on the west, two on the east and one through the center of the vault.  The west and 
east borings will be biased towards the corners (joints) if the joints are visibly deteriorated or 
cracked.  In either scenario, the east and west borings will be located as close as practicable to 
the exterior wall of the vault (expected to be within 2 feet of the exterior walls).  The center 
boring will be advanced after the vault has been backfilled.  The contingent boring locations for 
the subsurface investigation triggered due to poor overall integrity of the walls/floor are 
presented in Figure A-1.    
 
A hollow stem auger drilling rig will be used to advance the borings.  The borings will be drilled 
to a depth of 40 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The boring depth is approximately two times 
the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is about 14 
feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from the 
vault. 
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Soil samples will be collected beginning at 15 feet bgs (corresponding to the depth of the bottom 
of the TC vault) and then sample every 5 feet to a total depth of 40 feet.  Samples will be 
collected from 2 foot intervals and the third 6-inch interval (from top) will be retained for 
laboratory analysis.  The materials will be logged in general accordance with USCS.  SOPs to be 
used during the sampling are found in Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan.   



Visual examination for the presence of P4 will also be performed using SOP -17 Visual 
Identification of P4 and Pond Sediments during Soil Sampling.  Samples submitted to the 
laboratory will be analyzed for the following constituents: metals, fluoride, total phosphorus and 
elemental phosphorus.  The full list of analytical parameters is presented on Table A-1. 



Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the results of the contingent 
subsurface soil investigation detailed in this plan, the subsurface investigation may be modified  
to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the vault and former 
drainfield. A field modification to this plan will be prepared for any additional subsurface 
investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following implementation of the Work Plan 
for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, the subsurface soil investigation. 



1.2 INVESTIGATION SAMPLING METHODS 



1.2.1 Drilling Method 



Hollow-stem augers are commonly used for drilling in unconsolidated materials with little or no 
cobbles and boulders up to 150 feet in depth.  Hollow-stem augers consist of two parts: a tube 
with flights attached to the outside and connected to the lead auger, and a center rod and bit 
which prevents soil from entering the center of the auger.  The individual auger flights are five 
feet in length and about 8 inches in diameter.  The lead auger bit is about 0.5 to 1 foot in length 
and varies in diameter.  The drill rig rotates the augers clockwise and downward pressure is 
applied to drill the augers into the ground.   



Soil sample collection for logging and analytical purposes can be completed by driving a 2-foot 
split-spoon sampler. The split-spoon sampler is either driven with a calibrated automatic hammer 
or using a manually operated slide hammer.  The split-spoon is both lowered to the bottom of the 
boring and retrieved using metal rods.  Additional details are found in SOP-10 Soil Boring 
Drilling and Abandonment.  



1.2.2  Split-Spoon Soil Sampling 



The casing or boring will be advanced to the desired interval, where a soil sample will be 
collected in a split-spoon sampler (two-inch outer diameter) that may be fitted with brass sleeves.  
When the desired sample interval is reached, the split-barrel sampler will be driven 18 or 24 
inches with blows from a 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches in general accordance with 
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ASTM D 1586.  The number of blow counts for each six inch interval will be recorded on the 
boring log. 



If refusal is met before the targeted sampling depths are achieved, the borehole will be backfilled 
and relocated laterally within a five-foot radius of the original sampling location.  Re-location of 
the borehole will continue until a sample is obtained.  Sampler refusal is generally indicated if 
more than 50 blows are required to advance the sampler 6 inches.  If any samples are 
successfully collected prior to refusal, these samples will be retained.  It should be noted that 
during the SRI, no borehole refusals were experienced during cap delineation sampling. 



Once the sample interval has been retrieved, soil samples will be collected for the required 
analyses.  The third brass sampling liner sample will be placed in an appropriate container and 
retained as a discrete sample.  Evaluation for P4 will be performed according to the methods 
outlined in SOP 17.  Samples will be labeled and handled following the sample handling 
protocols described in Sections 2.4 to 2.6 and SOP-12. 



Remaining soil not submitted for analysis will be used for visual inspection/logging and for soil 
headspace testing at specified locations.  A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer will log soils 
in general accordance with Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) protocol.  Soil cuttings 
and soil samples not submitted to the laboratory will be handled according to the IDW protocol 
in Section 1.3 and SOP-7. 



Split-spoon samplers and brass liners will be decontaminated prior to and after use and stored in 
clean plastic bags until use.  Additional details regarding the use of split-spoons samplers with 
brass liners are described in SOP-14.   



1.2.3  Equipment Decontamination 



Sampling equipment will be cleaned and decontaminated according to the details in SOP-3 
Equipment Decontamination.  Decontamination methods are summarized below. 



 Large equipment such as drill rig augers will be decontaminated using a pressure washer 
capable of delivering water at a minimum temperature of 180 degrees Fahrenheit. 



 Smaller equipment will be decontaminated between samples as follows: 



– Wash the equipment in low- or non-phosphate detergent (e.g., Alconox® 
or Liqui-Nox® solutions made as directed by the manufacturer). 



– Rinse with potable water 



– Rinse twice with deionized or distilled water 



– Rinse water will be handled as IDW according to Section 1.3 and SOP-7 
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1.2.4 Borehole Abandonment  



A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer shall supervise the abandonment activities and shall 
record details in the field notebook and on page 1 of the Soil Boring Log Form.  Soil borings will 
be abandoned as described below. 



 The borehole will be abandoned with soil cuttings extracted from the soil boring with any 
non-native fill material being place in the soil boring last. 



The uppermost one to two feet of the abandoned soil boring shall consist of native material, 
cement or asphalt to match the surrounding ground surface.  Additional details on abandonment 
methods are located in SOP-10 Soil Boring Drilling and Abandonment. 



1.3 Investigation Derived Waste (IDW) 



The National Contingency Plan (NCP), codified in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300, 
requires that investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during a CERCLA site investigation 
be managed in compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 
to the extent practicable, considering the urgency of the situation.  As in most site investigations, 
IDW will be generated during field investigation program.  This section provides a summary of 
the approach to management of IDW generated during the SRI.  More detailed IDW 
management guidance is provided in SOP-7. 



Typical IDW generated during field activities are solid wastes and may include (but are not 
limited to) the following media and waste types:   



Fluids Solids 
Decontamination fluids and wastewater Soils and soil cuttings 
 Plastic tarps or sheeting 



 Decontamination solids 
 Spent personal protective equipment (PPE) 
 Packaging materials 



 Used containers, sample bottles 
  



  



  



 



The above wastes may or may not be encountered, generated or managed while performing this 
investigation.  However, all solid waste streams will be characterized to determine if they are 
hazardous wastes per 40 CFR § 262.11 for the purposes of handling and disposal.  Guidance 
from SOP-7 shall be used as part of project planning to estimate total volumes of IDW likely to 
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be generated during the anticipated SRI activities as well as how the IDW will be managed and 
disposed. 
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2.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 



2.1 Introduction 



This section presents the QAPP as it pertains to soil sample collection, handling and testing of 
the soil samples for the contingent TC vault subsurface investigation.  Applicable SOPs are 
provided in the Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May. 



2.2 Project Team and Organization 



The overall organizational structure and key personnel for this project and responsibility and 
authority of each team member is presented below.   



2.2.1 FMC Project Coordinator 



FMC has overall responsibility for procuring consultants and contractors to perform the work.  
The FMC Project Coordinator is Ms. Barbara Ritchie. 



2.2.2 MWH Project Manager 



Mr. Rob Hartman is the MWH Project Manager and has overall responsibility for conducting the 
project in accordance with this work plan.   



2.2.3 MWH Field Team Leader 



Mr. Bill Bragdon will serve as field team leader (FTL) for this investigation and will be 
responsible for coordinating the necessary field resources and for ensuring site health and safety.  
Mr. Bragdon has worked extensively on the FMC OU property during the supplemental remedial 
investigation.  



2.2.4 Testing Laboratory 



ALS Laboratories will perform all laboratory testing on soil samples collected during this 
investigation.  ALS is an NELAC-accredited laboratory capable of performing all required 
analyses. 



2.3 Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) 



State the Problem   



The integrity of the concrete walls and/or floor of the TC vault is suspect based on the post-
decontamination inspection and may have impacted soils beneath the vault at levels that exceed 
background or soil screening levels (SSLs). 
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Identify the Decision 



The subsurface investigation is designed to determine if the TC vault has or has not impacted 
soils at levels that could be a threat to human health or the environment. 



Identify the Decision Inputs 



Decision Inputs 



The laboratory analytical results from the soil samples will be compared to soil background 
concentrations and SSLs documented in the SRI Report. 



Define the Boundaries 



Lateral Boundaries  



The initial lateral boundaries for the TC vault investigation is about 2 feet outside the exterior 
walls of the vault. 



Vertical Boundaries 



The initial vertical boundary for the TC vault is 40 feet bgs.  The boring depth is approximately 
two times the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is 
about 14 feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from 
the vault. 



Develop the Decision Rules 



The decision rules associated with soil sampling at the TC vault are as follows: 



 If the concentration of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) is/are greater than the applicable SSL or 
background, then additional investigation may have to be performed.   



 If the concentrations of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) are less than the applicable SSL or 
background, the TC vault has not impacted soils at levels that could be a threat to human 
health or the environment. 



Specify the Tolerance Limits of Decision Errors 



The soil sample analytes, soil background levels, soil screening levels and target analytical 
reporting limits are specified on Table A-1.  The laboratory analytical methods have an 
acceptable accuracy of + 25% (i.e., laboratory control sample results are within 75% to 125% of 
the actual sample concentration).  
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2.4 Sample Labeling 



All samples will be labeled in a clear, precise way for proper identification in the field and for 
tracking in the laboratory.  The samples will have identifiable and unique numbers.  At a 
minimum, the sample labels will contain the following information: 



 facility name 



 sample number 



 sample depth 



 date of collection 



 time of collection 



 initials or name of person(s) collecting sampling 



 analytical parameter(s) 



 method of sample preservation 



A coding system will be used to uniquely identify each sample collected.  The system will allow 
for quick data retrieval and tracking to account for all samples.  The sample designation will be 
recorded on the sample label and logbook, and will comprise these fields.   



 Samples will be numbered sequentially for each type of sample collected at the Training 
Center Vault (TCV). 



 A field that begins with alphabetic characters that identify the type of sample.  Sample-
type codes include the following: 



 SB = soil boring 



 Two digits will follow the alphabetic characters and will be sequential (e.g., “01” for the 
first soil boring, “02” for the second soil boring).   



 Followed by a number indicating the top of the soil sample depth interval based on 
retention of the third 6-inch brass sleeve from the split spoon sampler for the sample to be 
submitted to the laboratory. 



As an example, sample designation TCV-SB016.5 is the sample from the first soil boring 
collected from 16.5 (to 17) feet bgs.   
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2.5 Chain-of-Custody 



Each sample will be properly documented to facilitate timely, accurate, and complete analysis of 
the data.  The documentation system is used to identify, track, and monitor each sample from the 
point of collection through final data reporting.  Where practicable, this documentation system 
may be electronic.  Chain-of-custody protocol will be implemented and followed for all samples.  
A sample is considered to be in a person’s custody if it is: 1) in a person’s physical possession, 2) 
in view of the person after taking possession, or 3) secured by that person so that no one can 
tamper with it. 



Chain-of-custody forms will be used to ensure that the integrity of samples is maintained.  Each 
form will include the following information: 



 Sample number 



 Date of collection 



 Time of collection 



 Sample depth 



 Testing Requirements 



 Method of sample preservation 



 Number of sample containers 



 Shipping arrangements and airbill number, as applicable 



 Recipient laboratories 



 Signatures of parties relinquishing and receiving the sample at each transfer point 



Whenever a change of custody takes place, both parties will sign and date the chain-of-custody 
form, with the relinquishing person retaining a copy of the form.  The party that accepts custody 
will inspect the custody form and all accompanying documentation to ensure that the information 
is complete and accurate.  Any discrepancies will be noted on the chain-of-custody form.   



2.6 Sample Handling and Shipping 



After collection, samples will be properly stored to prevent degradation of the integrity of the 
sample prior to its analysis.  As applicable, this includes proper containerization storing the 
sample in a refrigerated environment, and analyzing the sample within prescribed holding times.  
Where practicable, FMC may electronically document sample handling, preservation, and 
storage.   
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All samples designated for off-site laboratory analysis will be packaged and shipped in 
accordance with applicable U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Samples will be 
sealed in the appropriate sampling container.  Sampling personnel will inventory the sample 
containers from the Site prior to shipment to ensure that all samples listed on the chain-of-
custody form are present.   



The originals of the analysis request and chain-of-custody forms will be sealed in a waterproof 
plastic bag and placed inside the shipping container prior to sealing the container.  The cooler 
will be taped shut using strapping tape over the hinges and custody seals placed across the top 
and sides of the cooler lid.  Custody seals will be used to preserve the integrity of each sample 
container and cooler from the time the sample is collected until it is opened by the laboratory. 
Two or more custody seals will be signed, dated, and placed on the front and back of the sample 
cooler prior to transport.  Clear tape will be placed over the custody seals to prevent inadvertent 
damage during shipping.  The tape should not allow the seals to be lifted off with the tape and 
reaffixed without breaking the seal.   



2.7 Project Documentation 



2.7.1 Field Logbooks 



The on-site geologist/environmental scientist will use a weather-resistant, bound, survey-type 
field logbook with numbered, non-removable pages to record in black or blue indelible ink all 
field activities including soil sampling, trenching, drilling, etc.  Daily information entered in the 
logbook will include: 



 Dates and times 



 Name and location of the work activities. 



 Weather conditions 



 Personnel, subcontractors and visitors on site 



 Sample locations and methods (including sampling equipment), time of sample 
collection, and sample depths 



 Samples submitted to the laboratory for analyses  



 Sample type (e.g., soil)  



 Name of carrier transporting the sample (e.g., name of laboratory and shipping carrier) 



 Photograph numbers and descriptions (if applicable) 



 Description of decontamination activities (if applicable) 
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 Schematic drawings of sample locations (if not done on field forms)  



 Any deviations from this plan  



 Health & Safety meetings including topics discussed and attendees 



 Accidents including near misses 



 Other relevant observations as the field work progresses 



 Problems and corrective actions 



 Field equipment calibration methods 



 Investigation-Derived Waste 



At the end of each field day, the project field book will be dated and signed by the field person 
that took notes during the day.  If the entire page is not used a line will be drawn through the 
unused portion of the page.  If pages are accidentally skipped, a line will be drawn through the 
entire page. All corrections will be made by drawing a line through the erroneous information 
and initialing the change.  “White-out” or its equivalent will not be used.  



If electronic record-keeping systems are employed, procedures will ensure that:  



 All original entries recorded are sufficiently backed up to avoid loss. 



 A system that preserves both the original record and any changes to the record, inclusive 
of the identification of the individual making the change exists, and will be implemented. 



 An archived record of all data entries will be protected to prevent unauthorized access or 
amendment of the electronic data. 



 Entries will be complete enough to allow for the historical reconstruction of all records.  



 The review of the records will be documented.   



2.7.2 Daily Quality Control Report (DQCR) Form 



DQCRs will be prepared by the FTL each day that fieldwork is performed.  The completed 
DQCRs will summarize daily activities and will include: 



 Dates and times 



 The type of work performed 



 The individuals performing the work 
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 Visitors and equipment on site 



 Quality control activities 



 Health and Safety 



 Problems encountered and corrective actions taken 



 Weather (including temperature, wind and humidity) 



 The report number 



The report number (on the bottom right) will start with number one on the initial report and then 
will be sequential through the duration of the project.   



2.7.3 Soil Boring Logs 



After collecting the required samples for geotechnical analyses the field geologist will make a 
visual description of the soil type and other lithologic or physical characteristics.  Lithologic or 
physical characteristics will include but not be limited to color, grain size, plasticity, density, soil 
moisture, odors, bedding, and other information needed to accurately describe the soil.  Soil 
borings will be logged for fill material type and depth (if any), soil classification, and the 
interface between fill (if any) and native soil material.  As well as providing a visual description 
of the soil, other information that may be entered on the Soil Boring Log Form will include: 



 Boring ID number 



 A sketch of the soil boring location 



 Project name and job number 



 Date drilled and date completed 



 Logged by 



 Total depth of the soil boring 



 Diameter of soil boring 



 Drilling contractor 



 Drilling method 



 Survey information including northing, easting and ground surface elevation 



 Soil boring abandonment procedure 
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 Number of blows to drive sampler (if applicable) 



 Soil sampler type 



 Amount of soil recovered in sampler  



2.7.4 Surveying 



The locations of the soil borings will be surveyed upon completion of the borings as described in 
this section.  The surveyed locations of the borings will be included in the summary report.  It is 
anticipated that the surveying will be completed using a handheld GPS unit.  A detailed 
description of the GPS and other surveying is found in SOP-6. 



All measurements will be referenced to the State Plane Coordinate System, North American 
Datum 1983 and North American Vertical Datum 1988.  Each sampling location will be marked 
with a wooden stake, a wooden lath or pin flag and will have the corresponding sample 
identification number written on the marker.  During surveying, the northing, easting and 
elevation will be stored in the GPS unit and downloaded onto a computer.  In addition, the 
northing, easting and elevation will be recorded a bound field notebook.  The GPS unit will be 
checked daily for accuracy at a control point or benchmark with a known northing, easting and 
elevation.   



In the event that the accuracy of the GPS does not meet the requirements of the FSP, a licensed 
surveyor may be required for increased accuracy.  The surveyor will be licensed in the State of 
Idaho.  Data collected by the surveyor will be provided in an electronic format. 



2.7.5 Soil Classification 



Soil will be described in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) 
and the American Standards Testing Method (ASTM) Standard D 2488 - 90 Standard Practice 
for Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure; ASTM, 1990).  A detailed 
description of soil classification that includes the information listed below is described in detail 
in SOP-8. 



Field observations of soil classification and other observations will be recorded on field sheets 
such as Soil Boring Logs.  Information included on the field forms will include the following, as 
appropriate: 



 Group symbol (GW, GP, GM, GC, SW, SP, SM, SC, ML, CL, OL, MH, CH and OH) 



 USCS name (silty gravel, silty fine sand, poorly graded sand, etc.) 



 Color (Munsell Chart) 
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 Angularity of coarse-grained soil  



 Particle size range and percentage (boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, fines) 



 Plasticity (non-plastic, low, medium, high) 



 Density (for clay, silt and sand) 



 Moisture content (dry, moist, wet) 



 Noticeable odors (if any) 



 Structure (stratified, laminated, fissured) 



 Hardness of coarse particles 



 Cementation (if present) 



 Dry strength (none, low, medium, high, very high) 



 Dilatancy (none, slow, rapid) 



 Toughness (low, medium, high) 



 Minerals (if present) 



 Graphic log of bedding, changes of soil type, fractures, organics such as roots and the 
location of other physical features    



 Reaction with HCl (none, weak, strong). 



2.7.6 Photo Logs 



Photographic records of boring samples and general field activities shall be collected.  
Photographic records may also be taken to back up soil logging activities or to support the 
description of surface and subsurface features.  Photographic records may be acquired using a 
digital camera(s).  A bound field logbook shall be used for recording the photographer’s name, 
subject matter, borehole identification number, interval, and other pertinent information for each 
frame or digital image.  Any wasted frames or images in a roll of film or sequence of digital 
images shall be so noted in the field logbook. 



Photographic records using film will be converted to digital .jpg format.  Digital camera images 
will also be saved in .jpg format.  Copies will be saved onto recordable CD or DVDs and will be 
retained as project records, along with the backup copies of the associated field logbook entries. 
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2.8 Report 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed pursuant to this sampling 
and analysis plan.  The report will include appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed 
locations of the borings, and testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the 
performance of the work. 











Table A-1 
 



Soil Screening Levels and Reporting Limits for Inorganics in Soil 
 



Parameter 
Background* 



(mg/kg) 



Commercial 
Industrial 



Worker  SSL
(mg/kg) 



Construction 
Worker     



SSL 
(mg/kg) 



Utility 
Worker SSL



(mg/kg) 



SSL  
Protective of 



Groundwaterc  
(mg/kg) 



Reporting 
Limit 



(mg/kg) 



Antimony 2.2 454 104 1,360 5 0.2 



Arsenic 7.7 7.7a 14.6 173 7.7d 0.8 



Barium 188 61,700 8,360 109,000 1,600 20 



Beryllium 1 645 61.0 792 63 0.1 



Boron 12.8 223,000 5,210 67,800 450 1  



Cadmium 1.9 860 81.3 1,060 8 0.2  



Chromium 27.5 1,000,000b 551,000 1,000,000b 38 3 



Cobalt 7.6 553 52.2 679 630 0.8 



Copper 12.6 42,000 22,000 286,000 9,400 1 



Fluoride 600 68,100 33,000 430,000 12,000 60 



Lead  29.1 800e 800 e 800 e 800 e 3 



Lithium 16.1 22,700 11,900 155,000 4,200 2 



Manganese 482 23,500 77,100 1,000,000 390 50 



Mercury 0.16 340 464 6,030 2 0.02  



Molybdenum 2.15 5,670 2,750 35,800 81 0.2  



Nickel 15.5 6,450 404 5,250 130 2 



Phosphorus, 
total  



NA 22.7 117 1,000 NA 5 



Phosphorus, 
elemental g 



0 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.00015 0.0005h 



Selenium 1.36 5,670 2,750 35,800 5 0.1  



Silver 1.9 5,670 2,750 35,800 34 0.2 



Thallium 0.27 77.2 374 4,870 .7 0.03  



Vanadium 45.4 7,950 3,500 45,500 6,000 5 



Zinc 52.8 340,000 165,000 1,000,000b  12,000 5 



Note: 
* background from EMF ROD (EPA/541/R-98/034), Table 11 
a default to background since the Site Worker SSL is less than background 
b default to 1E+06 since SSL is greater than 1E+06 
c A dilution-attenuation factor (DAF) of 20 is incorporated into the SSLs protective of groundwater 
d default to background since the SSL protective of groundwater is less than background  
e SSLs for lead are based on the value cited by EPA's Adult Lead Methodology Workgroup as being 
protective at commercial/industrial sites (www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/lead/almfaq.htm) 



f Default to background because insufficient data exist to derive an SSL protective of groundwater for this 
constituent. 



g. Regional Screening Level (RSL) Industrial Soil Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Noncancer Hazard 
Index (HI) = 0.1: Ingestion SL HQ=0.1 (mg/kg); and Regional Screening Level (RSL) Soil to Groundwater 
Supporting Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Protection of Groundwater SSL: Risk Based SSL 
(mg/kg).   



h Laboratory Reporting Limit (RL) is 0.0005, laboratory will be requested to report to the method detection 
limit (MDL) of 0.00015 mg/kg. 
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Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of waste leaving
 the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers for these drums leaving the
 site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there should be 78 samples from each drum
 verifying the content. This material is not homogenous as shown in their own words that north
 portion of the material was hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net
Cc: Kelly Wright; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Analytical Results
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 10:22:36 AM


I will plan to discuss this with Kelly when he returns my telephone call.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 10:05 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Analytical Results
 


Kelly,
 
I am not aware the Tribes received a copy of the handwritten readings Jonathan referred to in
 his email. I have been requested to provide this to management. Could we receive a copy
 please?


Susan Hanson
 


On Mar 30, 2016, at 10:04 AM, Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


Kelly:
 
I also reviewed the handwritten head-space readings taken by KW when on site March
 17, 2016.  A copy of that data, and data from leak detection testing around the drums
 taken by KW March 29, 2016 have been sent to you.  It’s also attached to this e-mail. 
 Please telephone me if you have any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
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Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:51 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Williams, Jonathan
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper
 Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>;
 Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk
 <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov Miller
 <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Analytical Results
 
Kelly,
 
On March 17, 2016 I was on-site with Jonathan.  I communicated with Jonathan
 regarding phosphine venting from the drums stored on-site.  Jonathan stated he
 was not aware phosphine was venting and would request the drums be checked.
 To date, this information has not been provided.  Cliff Merrill and Jonathan were
 present when we discussed the drums and Mr. Merrill indicated Mark Smith from
 Kase Warbonnet would provide the Tribes with a copy of the analysis. 
 
The Tribes commented on the Draft Vault Work Plan Closure including a request
 for analysis be completed on gw wells down gradient. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 12:18 PM, "Williams, Jonathan"
 <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous
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 waste incinerator contain sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was
 removed from the former large-capacity septic system vault.  The sludge
 has not been tested but instead, consistent with the bottom row of Table
 2-1 of the approved work plan, is being managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review
 of the draft closure plan, and provided comments to FMC, in
 coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being
 conducted by FMC contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also
 able to observe some of the work when onsite March 16-17.  Daily
 reports have been provided by EPA’s contractor to you, as the Tribes’
 representative, at the same time those reports are sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this
 information to you over the telephone, and left you a voicemail
 message.  When you are available please feel free to telephone me with
 any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>;
 Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>;
 Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the
 shipment of waste leaving the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies
 of all the shipping papers for these drums leaving the site. According to
 Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there should be 78 samples from each drum
 verifying the content. This material is not homogenous as shown in their
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 own words that north portion of the material was hazardous and the
 south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


<2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault
 Closure - Rev Aug 2015.pdf>


 
<TC Vault South Cell Solids Drum PH3 Monitoring_3 29 16.pdf>








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Analytical Results
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 2:59:57 PM
Attachments: 2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure - Rev Aug 2015.pdf


Below is my reply to Kelly and others that we discussed briefly earlier this afternoon.  Kelly has not
 yet telephoned me or Beth in response to this e-mail.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:18 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>;
 'Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov' <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Analytical Results
 
Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste incinerator contain
 sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former large-capacity septic system vault. 
 The sludge has not been tested but instead, consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the
 approved work plan, is being managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft closure plan,
 and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by FMC
 contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of the work when
 onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s contractor to you, as the Tribes’
 representative, at the same time those reports are sent to me.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 



This Work Plan has been prepared for the closure of a flow-through below-ground concrete vault 
that was formerly used as a septic tank at FMC’s former elemental phosphorus plant located in 
Power County, Idaho.  Until recently, the vault passed sanitary waste from one restroom and four 
sinks in the Training Center building to the sewer system connected to the City of Pocatello’s 
Water Pollution Control (WPC) treatment plant (“POTW”).  This Work Plan describes the steps 
and procedures for closure of the Training Center vault (TC vault).   



1.1 BACKGROUND 



As described in FMC’s August 6, 2014 letter to EPA,  FMC’s operation and maintenance 
(O&M) contractor on August 5, 2014 was supervising the pumping of a flow‐through sanitary 
wastewater vault connecting the restrooms and sinks in the Training Center building to a pipeline 
that flows to the City of Pocatello’s wastewater treatment plant.  Two waste removal (vacuum) 
trucks were used in that operation. After two truck‐loads of liquid sanitary wastes had been 
removed, the trucks returned to the site and the trucks (one each on either end of the tank) 
removed the remaining liquid and began to remove accumulated sewage sludge from the bottom 
of the sanitary tank. When removing the hose pumping from the port on the south end of the tank 
(the influent pipe end of the TC vault), wispy smoke was observed leaving the end of the hose 
for a brief period of time (less than 10 minutes). FMC’s O&M contractor directed the work to 
stop.  Both trucks were emptied into portable aboveground containers at the site and both of the 
vacuum trucks were rinsed with clean water. The wispy smoke is considered indicative of the 
presence of elemental phosphorus (P4), which is a solid at ambient temperature. While no smoke 
was observed in the material pumped by the second truck, in an abundance of caution that 
material was also emptied into an aboveground container and the truck was rinsed with clean 
water as described above.    



The sanitary wastewater emptied from the vacuum trucks was allowed to settle and the clarified 
sanitary wastewater, which had previously been tested for TCLP metals and pH and was found 
not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic, was pumped from the aboveground containers 
and disposed at the POTW that received the first two loads.  The settled solids in the 
aboveground tanks were subsequently transferred into 55-gallon drums and managed as 
hazardous waste.  The drums were shipped to the Heritage-WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration.  The water used to decontaminate the aboveground containers (after removal of the 
solids) was separately tested for TCLP metals and pH.  This water did not exhibit any hazardous 
waste characteristic.  After that analysis had been made, the wastewater was transported and 
disposed at the POTW that received the liquid waste loads.  The hose used to pump the north end 
of the TC vault was inspected and there was no visual evidence of P4.  That hose was rinsed with 
clean water, the rinsate was drained into the vault, and the hose was returned to ordinary service 
by the vacuum truck contractor.  The hose that was used to pump from the south end of the TC 
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vault was decontaminated with clean water.  Both the hose decontamination water and a 
confirmatory rinsate sample from the decontaminated hose were tested for TCLP metals and pH.  
The decontamination water and the decontaminated hose, based on the rinsate sample result, 
were found not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic.  The decontamination water then 
was disposed of on-site and the decontaminated hose was placed in a garbage bin for disposal at 
the Bannock County landfill.   



1.2 TRAINING CENTER VAULT BACKGROUND 



The TC vault was previously known as the “Change House” septic tank. This tank was 
historically used to collect sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Building, the lab/process 
building (other than lab sinks), the Maintenance Building washroom and the Change House until 
1991, when these flows through the TC vault were tied into (piped to) the City of Pocatello 
POTW.  At that time, it ceased to function as a septic tank and became a “flow-through” tank.  
The TC vault was identified as ID S9 on Table 4‐51(n) and indicated as remaining in service in 
the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report (MWH, 2009a).  Table 4-51(n) of that report 
summarizes the remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures at the FMC Plant OU.  
The TC vault also was listed on an inventory of five septic systems and drain pit/field that FMC 
provided to EPA in 1991.  FMC notified EPA of the change of operation and status of those 
septic systems and drain pit/field in September 2010 (provided in Attachment 1).  An amended 
EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for the TC vault is provided in Attachment 2. 



The Training Center building was constructed in 1994 and connected to the TC vault, which as 
stated above was a flow-through tank at that time.  After the plant shutdown in 2001, the 
buildings that were connected to the TC vault were demolished with the exception of the 
Training Center.  The Training Center building remained in use, and the bathroom and sinks in 
that building discharged to the TC vault and Pocatello POTW.  



Based on available information, the potential presence of any P4 in this tank had not previously 
been identified.  Given the August 5 event, FMC can only speculate that the source of the 
apparent P4 in the tank (which would be minimal based on the limited smoking that was 
observed in one of two hoses) was likely the Change House. In the Change House, employees 
showered before leaving the plant site and personal protective equipment may have been 
removed and washed.  Presumably, small amounts of P4 could have been washed from boots and 
other protective equipment.  There also is a possibility that small amounts of P4 could have come 
from condensate from the plant-wide steam system that was used to heat the Engineering 
Building and was drained into the sewer collection system.  The plans and profiles for the 
sanitary waste system for the main office area showing the lateral and main sewer lines leading 
to the TC vault are shown on FMC plant drawing 36534, provided in Attachment 3. 
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The TC vault was constructed as a cast-in-place concrete, two-stage septic tank.  The TC vault 
was constructed with an operating capacity of 12,500 gallons.  The first stage contains a full-
width baffle 2.5 feet from the influent pipe to decrease the flow velocity and promote solids 
settling.  The bottom of the vault is sloped toward the influent side and is about 7.75 feet below 
the invert at the inlet and 6 feet below the invert at the wall separating the second stage.  The 
overflow to the second stage is a gooseneck with an invert at about 6 feet above the floor and the 
separation wall.  The second stage floor is level and the effluent pipe invert is also at 6 feet above 
the floor of the second stage. The plan and sections for the TC vault are shown on FMC plant 
drawing 36539 provided in Attachment 2, where it is identified as a 12,500-gallon septic tank.  
The effluent from the TC vault flowed to a distribution box and drainfield (discussed in Section 
1.3 below) until 1991, when the effluent was routed through a then-new manhole located north 
of the vault.  The manhole was piped to also collect flows from other plant office buildings.  The 
combined flow continued through effluent piping from the manhole to the Pocatello POTW.  The 
location of the manhole north of the TC vault (labeled MH1N) is shown on Figure 1-1. 



1.3 FORMER TRAINING CENTER VAULT DRAINFIELD 



The locations of four former septic drainfields east of the plant entrance at the FMC site were 
identified and investigated during the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) Remedial Investigation (RI).  
After the plant shutdown in 2001, numerous plant drawings were retained in electronic form; 
however, the plant drawing showing the exact location of the drainfield cannot be found.  
Therefore, in order to confirm which of these drainfields was formerly connected to the TC 
vault, FMC has consulted a former FMC plant engineer with first-hand knowledge of the 1974 
construction of the vault and the original distribution box and associated drainfield.  Figure 1-1 
shows the location of the former distribution box and drainfield for the TC vault.  According to 
the former plant engineer, the drainfield likely had six to eight drainlines (perforated pipelines) 
running east-west, bedded in drainrock channels approximately 30  inches below ground surface.  
The results of the EMF RI investigation at the TC vault former drainfield are described in 
Section 1.3.1 below. 



1.3.1 EMF Remedial Investigation Boring and Soil Sample Results 



As described in greater detail in the EMF RI Report (Bechtel, 1996), Section 4.2.3.2 FMC 
Facility Soils, four locations (soil boring designations F046B, F047B, F048B, and F049B) were 
sampled in the area of the septic drainfields east of the facility main gate.  Each boring was 
advanced to between 10 and 11 feet, and three to five soil samples were taken at each location. 
The samples were analyzed for the normal (EMF RI facility soil investigation) suite of inorganic 
parameters plus gross alpha and gross beta. 



As shown on Figure 1-1, EMF RI boring F048 was drilled and sampled in the drainfield that was 
formerly connected to the TC vault.  The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-107, 
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provides the following evaluation of the analytical results for the soil samples collected from 
boring F048:   



F048B was advanced from the surface to 10 feet, with soil samples taken at 2.5-foot 
intervals. Of the characteristic trace metals tested for, only zinc was above the 
representative level, and that was in the surficial sample. The uppermost sample was a 
dark brown topsoil fill; the remaining four were yellowish brown silts. Fluoride was 
above its representative level at the surface (1,690 mg/kg) Potassium exceeded the 
representative level in the 1.5-foot (3,610 mg/kg), 4-foot (4,080 mg/kg), and 9-foot 
(3,580 mg/kg) samples. Total phosphorus exceeded representative levels in the 1.5-foot 
(881 mg/kg), 9-foot (732 mg/kg), and 11.5-foot (734 mg/kg) samples (Table 4.2.3-8). 
The surficial sample had elevated levels of gross alpha (85.8 ± 25.6 pCi/g) and gross beta 
(36.5 ± 8.26 pCi/g) (Table 4.2.3-6). However, gross alpha and gross beta in the remaining 
soil horizons were all below representative levels. 



The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-108 summarizes the overall septic drainfield 
investigations as follows: 



Summary - Septic Drainfields.  The septic drainfield area had trace metals, anions 
(fluoride and total phosphorus), gross alpha, and gross beta in the surficial topsoils and 
near-surface soil above representative levels. With a few exceptions, the concentrations 
of these parameters do not persist with depth. The effect of EMF-related activities has 
been minimal in the area.  



Other than the result for total phosphorus that exceeded the representative (background) level in 
the deepest (11.5 feet) soil samples, the RI results from boring F048 indicate that the former TC 
vault drainfield was and is a unlikely source of impact to groundwater.  Section 1.3.2 below 
describes groundwater conditions in the area of the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on 
orthophosphate and total phosphorus in shallow groundwater. 



1.3.2 Assessment of Potential Groundwater Impacts from the TC Vault and Former Drainfield 



The nature and extent and fate and transport of contaminants in groundwater at the FMC site is 
described in detail in the EMF RI Report and the Groundwater Current Conditions Report for the 
FMC Operable Unit (GWCCR; MWH, 2009b).  Groundwater investigations and on-going 
groundwater monitoring have been performed for over 20 years.  During the over 20 years of 
groundwater monitoring at the FMC OU, sampling has been performed at approximately 125 
monitoring wells at the FMC OU, resulting in over 4,500 samples and over 50,000 individual 
analytical results.  This section provides an assessment of the potential groundwater impacts 
from the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on total phosphorus concentrations above the 
background level in soil samples collected from RI boring F048.   
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Orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations in groundwater at the FMC OU are depicted 
on Figure 1-2, which was originally published as Figure 5.1-6 in the GWCCR.  The 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are primarily averages from the period 
November 1996 through May 2008.  As shown on the figure and reported in the GWCCR, the 
Western Ponds Area and particularly former unlined Pond 8S were significant sources of 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus to groundwater beneath the FMC site.  The plumes from that 
area flow downgradient to the northeast toward the northeast FMC plant site boundary.  The TC 
vault and former drainfield are located in the northeast boundary area.  Groundwater monitoring 
well 134 is the nearest well upgradient from the TC vault, and former drainfield and monitoring 
well 111 is the nearest well that is directly downgradient.  As shown on the inset table below, 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are significantly lower in downgradient well 
111 compared to upgradient well 134 and the proximal cross-gradient well TW-5S. 



Monitoring 
Well 



Position Relative 
to TC Vault 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (GWCCR, 2009) 



(mg/l) 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (2013) 



(mg/l) 



134 Upgradient 19.8 18.8 



111 Downgradient 3.95 2.24 



 



Average orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations using 2013 monitoring data are 
plotted on Figure 1-3, which zooms in on the wells in the area of the TC vault and its former 
drainfield.  As shown on Figure 1-3 and the inset table above, orthophosphate / total phosphorus 
concentrations have remained significantly lower in downgradient well 111 compared to 
upgradient well 134.  Further, the concentrations in both wells have decreased compared to the 
averages reported in the GWCCR.  The decreasing concentrations are consistent with the 
findings in the GWCCR that source control actions to date at the FMC OU (e.g., completion of 
closure of Pond 8S in 1999) have successfully decreased source loading to the groundwater 
system at the site. 



Based on this assessment of the groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the TC vault and 
former drainfield, there is no evidence that either is a discernable source of orthophosphate / total 
phosphorus to the groundwater system at the site. 



1.4 SCOPE OF WORK PLAN 



The scope of this Work Plan is to accomplish the following: 



1. Complete removal of the remaining water and solids from the TC vault and inspect the 
integrity of the TC vault;  
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2. Clean the sewer lines located within Remediation Area (RA)-A upgradient of the TC 
vault, perform video inspection to confirm that the lines were thoroughly cleaned, and 
plug/abandon the pipeline sections within RA-A;  



3. Complete decontamination and closure of the TC vault; and 



4. Depending on the conditions observed during scope item 1 above, conduct contingent 
additional pipeline cleaning downgradient of the TC vault and/or conduct a subsurface 
investigation at the TC vault. 
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2.0 CLOSURE PROCEDURES 



This section provides a description of the TC vault closure procedures.  To facilitate the actions 
detailed in this Work Plan, preliminary work has been completed that has provided access to the 
TC vault.  The two to three feet of soil covering the vault was removed and stockpiled outside 
the working area, and the vault’s monolithic concrete roof was cut into removable sections.  
Also, the asphaltic concrete (AC) that partially covered manholes MHS1 and MHS2 was 
removed to allow access to those manholes.   



The FMC OU is covered by a Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan (SWHASP; FMC, 2013). The 
SWHASP sets forth the Site health and safety organization, specific Site hazards, Site controls, 
Site evacuation procedures, Site PPE requirements, general health and safety procedures, and 
emergency procedures.  The TC vault closure work will be performed consistent with the 
requirements of the SWHASP. 



2.1 CLEANING AND CLOSURE OF THE VAULT AND UPGRADIENT PIPING 



2.1.1 Removal of Remaining Liquid and Solids, Pressure Washing and Inspection of the Vault 



The following sequential steps will be taken to remove the remaining liquid and solids content, 
pressure wash and inspect the TC vault:   



1. Remove the saw-cut sections of the vault roof to provide adequate access to perform 
the removal and inspection work. Because the vault was a gravity drain system (not 
pressurized), the potential for any water or solids in the vault to have come into contact 
with the vault roof is very low. However, the vault roof will be visually inspected for 
staining, and, if there is any indication of P4 contamination, the roof section(s) will be 
decontaminated (pressure washed) into the south cell of the vault.  



2. Remove any liquid above the solids layer in both the first and second stages of the vault 
and containerize that material.  Liquids will be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



3. Prepare to remove solids from the first stage of the vault directly into 55-gallon drums.  
Install an appropriate system to fill the drums while minimizing potential spillage 
outside the vault.  This may include building a drum filling platform, and possibly a 
drum filling hopper, within the vault. 



4. Remove solids from the first stage of the vault and containerize the material in 55-
gallon drums. 



5. All of the solids removed from the first stage of the vault will be managed as hazardous 
waste (e.g., the drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration). 
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6. If solids are found in the second stage of the vault after liquids are removed (Step 2 
above), the solids will be containerized.  Any solids removed from the second stage of 
the vault will be assessed for potential P4 content.  A representative sample(s) of the 
sediment will be collected from the container(s) for a visual P4 examination.  Because 
these samples will be very wet, the sample will be dried on a hot plate.  As the samples 
dries, any P4 present should oxidize, creating a visible smoke.  If P4 is encountered 
during sediment examination, based on visual observation of smoking or burning, then 
all the containers holding that sediment will be managed as hazardous waste (e.g., the 
drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for incineration).  If P4 is 
observed in the sediments from the second stage, the contingent down-gradient pipe 
line cleaning will be performed as described in Section 2.1.3 below.  If no visual 
indications of P4 (i.e., no smoking) are observed in the sediments from the second 
stage, the solids will be managed as described in Section 2.2 below. 



7. Preliminary visual inspection of the concrete walls and floor of the vault to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If any holes or significant cracks are found, their locations will be 
surveyed for the purpose of subsequent subsurface investigation, and the 
holes/significant cracks will be sealed prior to the pressure washing step. 



8. Pressure washing of the first and second stages of the vault walls and floor.  Wash 
water will be removed and containerized separately.  Collected washwater liquids will 
be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



9. Visual inspection of the integrity of the first and second stages of the vault, with 
particular emphasis on the corners between the side walls and the floor to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If there are either extensive cracks in the concrete, or the overall 
integrity of the concrete walls or floor is poor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of 
concrete aggregate), a contingent subsurface investigation at the TC vault will be 
conducted pursuant to the Sampling and Analysis Plan contained in Appendix A of this 
Work Plan.  Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the 
results of the contingent subsurface soil investigation, the subsurface investigation may 
be modified  to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the 
vault and former drainfield. A field modification will be prepared for any additional 
subsurface investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following 
implementation of this Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, 
the subsurface soil investigation. 
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2.1.2 Cleaning, Inspection, and Abandonment of Piping Up-gradient of Vault 



Manholes MHS1 and MHS2 (as shown on Figure 1-1) allow access for cleaning and video 
inspection of the sewer piping upgradient of the TC vault within RA-A.  The section of piping in 
RA-B upgradient from manhole MHS2 will not be cleaned.  This is because that section of 
piping, along with other un-cleaned underground industrial piping in RA-B, will be capped with 
an evapotranspirative (ET) cap as specified in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment for 
the FMC OU (EPA, 2012).  The upgradient piping within RA-A will be cleaned, inspected and 
abandoned under this Work Plan.  This work will proceed through the following sequential steps:   



1. The lateral pipeline from MHS1 to the former Change House enters MHS1 from the 
west, and should be accessible to clean at that manhole.  The lateral pipelines leading 
from the former Control Lab and Process Building have “Y” connections to the main 
pipeline between MHS1 and MHS2.  These lines will be cleaned by sending the pressure 
hose upgradient from MHS1 through the “Y” connections.  In the event that these lines 
cannot be accessed from MHS1, the pipe will be exposed (excavated) at the former 
building foundation and the pipes will be accessed for cleaning and inspection from the 
upgradient ends. 



2. The main sewer line from MHS2 to MHS1 to the TC vault will be cleaned by accessing 
the line at the manholes, and generally working downgradient toward the vault.   



3. The pipe cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be 
containerized, characterized and disposed per Section 2.2 (Waste Management).   



4. Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, all piping will be video surveyed to 
confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.   



5. Plug all inlets / outlets of manholes MHS1 and MHS2 using cement grout or concrete, 
and then backfill the manholes to grade with clean fill material (e.g., gravel).  If the 
pipelines leading from the former Control Lab and Process Building have been exposed 
(excavated) at the former building foundation to provide for access, those pipelines will 
be plugged and abandoned with cement grout or concrete and the excavations filled with 
the originally-removed fill materials. 



2.1.3 Contingent Down-gradient Pipeline Cleaning 



Due to the specific gravity of P4 (1.82), any P4 that entered the first stage of the TC vault would 
have likely settled near the full-width baffle designed to direct flow downward to the bottom of 
the vault.  Because the overflow from the first to the second stage is about 6 feet above the floor 
of the vault, there is a low probability that particles of P4 would have been carried over into the 
second stage, and a much lower probability that P4 particles would have passed through the 
overflow pipe from the second stage, which is also about 6 feet above the floor of the vault, into 
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the discharge pipe that leads from the vault to MHN1.  Also, during the visual inspection of 
MHN1, there were essentially no sediments in the manhole, which supports the conclusion that 
no solids, including relatively low specific gravity solids, carried over into the discharge pipe for 
deposition beyond the manhole. 



However, if P4 is observed in the sediments from the second stage of the TC vault (per 2.1.1 
Step 6), then this contingent down-gradient pipe line cleaning will be performed.  The pipeline 
from the TC vault to MHN1 will be cleaned by accessing the pipeline from either the TC vault 
effluent pipe or MHN1, or both.  Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, the section of 
piping will be video surveyed to confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.  The pipe 
cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be containerized, characterized 
and appropriately disposed of per Section 2.2 (Waste Management). 



2.1.4 Closure of the Vault  



Following the vault and pipeline cleaning, confirmation of that work through a video survey, and 
plugging/abandonment of the sewer piping appurtenant to the TC vault, the TC vault closure will 
be completed through the following sequential steps:   



1. Removal of any water and/or solids that have flowed into the vault during the upgradient 
pipeline cleaning (and downgradient piping if cleaning has been triggered). 



2. Plug the two inlets and the outlet of the vault using cement slurry or concrete. 



3. The saw cut sections of the vault roof will be placed flat in the bottom of the sump in 
such a manner as to leave no void space and the remainder of the vault will be filled with 
clean fill material (e.g., gravel) to grade.  The elevation of the final surface of the 
backfilled vault will then be surveyed. 



2.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT 



Table 2-1 lists the solid wastes that may be generated during the TC vault closure and pipe 
cleaning activities.  A waste determination will be performed for each solid waste generated 
during the TC vault closure and pipe cleaning work. 



The solid waste inventory (as provided in Table 2-1) is a tool used to track, record, and monitor 
waste determinations (as required by 40 CFR § 262.11); to track, record, and monitor the land 
disposal restriction information for each waste stream destined for off-site land disposal (as 
required in 40 CFR § 268.7); and to track final disposition of the wastes. All waste determination 
documentation will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(c).  Any hazardous 
waste manifests will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(a). 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Remaining water in 
TC vault (first and 
second stage) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample(s) will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 



Solids in first stage 
of the TC vault 



Manage as 
hazardous waste



Presumed 
presence of 
elemental 
phosphorus. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums). 



Solids will be managed as hazardous 
waste and shipped to Heritage-WTI, 
East Liverpool, OH. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Solids in second 
stage of the TC 
vault (if present) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums).  A representative 
sample of solids will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



TC Vault 
washwater 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Water collected 
during sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal.   



Sediment / solids 
collected during 
sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks or drums).  
A representative sample of 
remaining sediments will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



1 The preliminary waste determination is based upon generator knowledge at the time of development of this plan.  Additional 
waste determination will be performed at the time of generation. 











     



   



Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan    August 2015 
 14   



3.0 DOCUMENTATION 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed, including any of any 
contingent work if conditions warrant, pursuant to this Work Plan.  The report will include 
appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed final elevation of the backfilled vault and 
any testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the performance of the work.  
The report will include recommendations for next steps if any additional work is warranted 
following implementation of this Work Plan. 
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Attachment 1 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Forms Submitted 2010











 



 FMC Corporation  



 1735 Market Street  



 Philadelphia PA 19103 



FMC Corporation 215.299.6000 phone  



 215.299.6947 fax 
  
 www.fmc.com  
 
 



Via Email 
 
September 17, 2010 
 
Jennifer Parker, LG, LHG 
Groundwater Unit, OCE-082 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 
 
Subject: EMF Injection Well Follow up 
 Update to the FMC Plant OU database 
 
Dear Ms. Parker: 
 
Thank you for your patience as FMC has worked through available historical files to 
ensure completeness of this response to update U.S.EPA’s records regarding 
Underground Injection Wells at the FMC Plant Operable Unit of Eastern Michaud Flats 
(EMF) superfund site.  This letter serves to provide some background, and transmit the 
Class V Well Closure Notification forms as requested to remove all of these systems 
from the EPA database. 
 
Background 
 
When the Westvaco Corporation started up an elemental phosphorus manufacturing 
plant west of Pocatello, Idaho in 1949, facilities to treat sanitary wastes were not 
available to the site, thus, subsurface septic systems were installed at various locations 
throughout the plant site to treat sanitary wastes generated by site employees.  Process 
waste streams, e.g., wastewaters containing elemental phosphorus, were directed to 
surface impoundments in the western portions of the property, but as process water was 
decanted from the ponds and recycled / reused within the process, sanitary wastes were 
segregated to avoid cross contamination of the product. Similarly, plant quality 
assurance laboratory sink drains were handled separately as analytical reagents could 
also result in contamination of the product if commingled with process wastewaters. 
 
Over the course of the life of the plant, septic systems were modified, replaced, and 
even renamed, to accommodate growth of the facility and changes in the operation, e.g., 
new buildings.  In 1991, the site submitted an inventory to EPA listing five septic systems 
and one drain pit/field in use at that time which would have met the definition of a Class 
V Underground Injection Well pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act regulations.  EPA 
has asked that FMC update this inventory.  As significant time has passed, and in fact, 
the FMC Pocatello plant has since closed and most facility structures demolished, 
update to the inventory has entailed a comprehensive file review to ensure 
completeness in the identification of drain fields, seepage pits or other systems which 
would be regulated under the federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) program.   











Ms. Jennifer Parker 
US EPA 
September 17, 2010 – Page 2 
 
 



  



This file review has determined the status of each of those systems which would be 
defined as ‘injection wells’ under the UIC program, and a discussion of each follows.  It 
should be noted that no additional systems which would be regulated as ‘injection wells’ 
have been identified in the course of the review. 
 
1. “Chem Waste Drainfield.”   This system was used to dispose of wastewaters 



discharged down the sink drains from the onsite quality assurance laboratory 
building.  This system is discussed in greater detail in the May 2009 Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit (“the SRI Report”), 
where system closure in 1995 is described along with the results of the SRI soil 
investigation conducted at this source.  The drain line and waste drain sump remain 
in place, as identified on Table 4-51(e) of the SRI report (ID 101 and S10, 
respectively), which summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and 
Structures. 
 



2. “Ad Min” septic tank drain field.   This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 
wastes from the newer Administrative Office building and the Gate House until 1991, 
when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant.  This 
tank was identified as out of service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S6) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
3. “Change House” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat 



sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Office building, the lab/process building 
(other than lab sinks), the Training Center, the Maintenance Building showers and 
the Change House until 1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello 
sewage treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  Except for the 
Training Center, the buildings which contained restroom facilities which were served 
by this unit have been demolished. The Training Center remains on site, and the 
bathrooms in that building discharge to this tank, which has functioned as a flow 
through tank, now referred to as the “Training Center tank.”  Nonetheless, this unit 
ceased to function as a Class V UIC in 1991. This tank was identified as remaining in 
service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S9) which summarizes remaining 
Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
4. ”DP” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 



wastes from the older data processing building and maintenance office building until 
1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant 
and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom 
facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished. This tank was 
identified as out of service in Table 4-51(d) of the SRI report (ID S7) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 
 



5. “Proportion Bldg” septic tank and drain field.  This system was used to collect and 
treat sanitary wastes from the Proportion building control rooms until 1994, when 
these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant and it ceased 
to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom facilities which 
were served by this unit have been demolished and plant drawings label this system  











Ms. Jennifer Parker 
US EPA 
September 17, 2010 – Page 3 
 
 



  



“abandoned.”  Based on site engineering practice, this would indicate that the tank 
was removed. 
 



6. “Kiln Bldg” septic tank seepage pits.  This system was used to collect and treat 
sanitary wastes from the area of the former kiln and proportioning building control 
rooms, until 1994, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage 
treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which 
contained restroom facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished 
and plant drawings label this system as “abandoned.”  Based on site engineering 
practice, this would indicate that the tank was removed.  The seepage pits are also 
labeled on plant drawings as “abandoned” which would indicate that they too were 
removed when the foundation for the Nodule Fines project was installed in this area 
subsequent to 1994.   



 
In reviewing the records, several conclusions and observations can be made: 
 
 There is no record that the site ever used a Class I, Class II, Class III, or Class IV 



UIC well.  Only Class V UICs were identified.   The 1991 Class V UIC inventory 
provides an additional line of evidence to corroborate the records search which was 
conducted to compile the SRI report. 
 



 There is no record that aside from the chem waste lab drain field, any industrial 
wastes were discharged to a UIC well at the FMC Plant OU. 



 
 All Class V UICs were taken out of service prior to 1999, the effective date of the 



current 40 CFR Subpart G rules.   
 
 Records indicated that FMC had other small septic systems on site which were tied 



into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant in the early 1990s, but these served 
fewer than 20 people, and thus were not included in the inventory or regulated as 
Class V UICs. 



 
 Extensive soil and groundwater investigation at the FMC Plant OU indicate none of 



these systems have adversely impacted soil or groundwater. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at (215) 299-6700 should you have questions regarding 
this information. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
Barbara E. Ritchie 
Associate Director, Environment 
 
Enclosure 
cc: Kira Lynch - EPA 
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Attachment 2 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for TC Vault 



Amended 2014 



 











United States Environmental Protection Agency



UIC Federal Reporting System



Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form



1. Name of facility:



Address of facility:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



County: Location: Lat./Long.:



2. Name of Owner/Operator:



Address of Owner/Operator:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



Legal contact: Phone number:



3. Type of well(s): Number of well(s):



4. Well construction (check all that apply):



Drywell Septic tank Cesspool



Improved sinkhole Drainfield/leachfield Other



5. Type of discharge:



6. Average flow (gallons/day): 7. Year of well construction:



8. Type of well closure (check all that apply):



Sample fluids/sediments Clean out well



Appropiate disposal of remaining fluids/sediments Install permanent plug



Remove well & any contaminated soil Conversion to other well type



Other (describe):



9. Proposed date of well closure:



10.Name of preparer: Date:



Certification



I certify under the penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted in this docu-
ment and all attachments and that, based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the infor-
mation, I believe that the information is true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for sub-
mitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment.  (Ref. 40 CFR 144.32).



Name and Official Title (Please type or print) Signature Date Signed



Type or print all information.  See reverse for instructions Form Approved 12/99  OMB No. 2040-0214



EPA Form 7520-17



FMC Corporation



Old Highway 30 West



Pocatello Idaho 83202



Power



FMC Corporation



1735 Market Street



Philadelphia PA 19103



Barbara Ritchie (215) 299-6700



Septic system 1



X



Sanitary waste, shower water, steam condensate



70 to 500 gpd Vault constructed 1974



X



X



X Removal and disposal of remaining contents of vault, plug inlet outlet and backfill with inert material.



October 2014



Barbara Ritchie



Barbara Ritchie; Associate Director Environment



X



X



(Vault)



(Inlet/outlet pipe)



9/30/2014



9/30/2014





sring


Text Box


Approval expires 11/30/2014





hartmanrj


Text Box


for Training Center Vault - Amended 2014





hartmanrj


Stamp
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Attachment 3 



FMC Plant Drawings Related to the TC Vault 
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APPENDIX A 



Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 
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Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 



As described in Section 2.1.1, Step 8 of the Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan, if the 
integrity of the concrete vault is suspected to have been compromised based on the post-
decontamination inspection, then a subsurface investigation will be performed at the vault.  This 
sampling and analysis plan (SAP) includes the field sampling plan and a quality assurance 
project plan (QAPP).  Standard operating procedures (SOPs) for this SAP are all referenced to 
the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May 2007 and are contained within that Plan.  The referenced 
SOPs were previously developed for the SRI for the FMC OU and will be used due to their 
applicability.   



1.0 FIELD SAMPLING PLAN 



1.1 TC Vault Subsurface Investigation 



If the contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to observed cracks in the concrete 
walls or floor of the vault, then a boring(s) will be located in proximity to the observed crack(s).  
For example, if a significant crack is observed in the southwest corner of the vault, a boring will 
be located adjacent to the southwest corner of the vault.  If any holes or significant cracks are 
located in the floor of the vault, a boring will be advanced directly through the floor as close as 
practicable to the surveyed location of the crack or hole after the vault has been backfilled. If the 
contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to poor overall integrity of the concrete walls 
or floor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of concrete aggregate), then five borings will be 
advanced, two on the west, two on the east and one through the center of the vault.  The west and 
east borings will be biased towards the corners (joints) if the joints are visibly deteriorated or 
cracked.  In either scenario, the east and west borings will be located as close as practicable to 
the exterior wall of the vault (expected to be within 2 feet of the exterior walls).  The center 
boring will be advanced after the vault has been backfilled.  The contingent boring locations for 
the subsurface investigation triggered due to poor overall integrity of the walls/floor are 
presented in Figure A-1.    
 
A hollow stem auger drilling rig will be used to advance the borings.  The borings will be drilled 
to a depth of 40 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The boring depth is approximately two times 
the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is about 14 
feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from the 
vault. 
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Soil samples will be collected beginning at 15 feet bgs (corresponding to the depth of the bottom 
of the TC vault) and then sample every 5 feet to a total depth of 40 feet.  Samples will be 
collected from 2 foot intervals and the third 6-inch interval (from top) will be retained for 
laboratory analysis.  The materials will be logged in general accordance with USCS.  SOPs to be 
used during the sampling are found in Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan.   



Visual examination for the presence of P4 will also be performed using SOP -17 Visual 
Identification of P4 and Pond Sediments during Soil Sampling.  Samples submitted to the 
laboratory will be analyzed for the following constituents: metals, fluoride, total phosphorus and 
elemental phosphorus.  The full list of analytical parameters is presented on Table A-1. 



Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the results of the contingent 
subsurface soil investigation detailed in this plan, the subsurface investigation may be modified  
to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the vault and former 
drainfield. A field modification to this plan will be prepared for any additional subsurface 
investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following implementation of the Work Plan 
for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, the subsurface soil investigation. 



1.2 INVESTIGATION SAMPLING METHODS 



1.2.1 Drilling Method 



Hollow-stem augers are commonly used for drilling in unconsolidated materials with little or no 
cobbles and boulders up to 150 feet in depth.  Hollow-stem augers consist of two parts: a tube 
with flights attached to the outside and connected to the lead auger, and a center rod and bit 
which prevents soil from entering the center of the auger.  The individual auger flights are five 
feet in length and about 8 inches in diameter.  The lead auger bit is about 0.5 to 1 foot in length 
and varies in diameter.  The drill rig rotates the augers clockwise and downward pressure is 
applied to drill the augers into the ground.   



Soil sample collection for logging and analytical purposes can be completed by driving a 2-foot 
split-spoon sampler. The split-spoon sampler is either driven with a calibrated automatic hammer 
or using a manually operated slide hammer.  The split-spoon is both lowered to the bottom of the 
boring and retrieved using metal rods.  Additional details are found in SOP-10 Soil Boring 
Drilling and Abandonment.  



1.2.2  Split-Spoon Soil Sampling 



The casing or boring will be advanced to the desired interval, where a soil sample will be 
collected in a split-spoon sampler (two-inch outer diameter) that may be fitted with brass sleeves.  
When the desired sample interval is reached, the split-barrel sampler will be driven 18 or 24 
inches with blows from a 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches in general accordance with 
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ASTM D 1586.  The number of blow counts for each six inch interval will be recorded on the 
boring log. 



If refusal is met before the targeted sampling depths are achieved, the borehole will be backfilled 
and relocated laterally within a five-foot radius of the original sampling location.  Re-location of 
the borehole will continue until a sample is obtained.  Sampler refusal is generally indicated if 
more than 50 blows are required to advance the sampler 6 inches.  If any samples are 
successfully collected prior to refusal, these samples will be retained.  It should be noted that 
during the SRI, no borehole refusals were experienced during cap delineation sampling. 



Once the sample interval has been retrieved, soil samples will be collected for the required 
analyses.  The third brass sampling liner sample will be placed in an appropriate container and 
retained as a discrete sample.  Evaluation for P4 will be performed according to the methods 
outlined in SOP 17.  Samples will be labeled and handled following the sample handling 
protocols described in Sections 2.4 to 2.6 and SOP-12. 



Remaining soil not submitted for analysis will be used for visual inspection/logging and for soil 
headspace testing at specified locations.  A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer will log soils 
in general accordance with Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) protocol.  Soil cuttings 
and soil samples not submitted to the laboratory will be handled according to the IDW protocol 
in Section 1.3 and SOP-7. 



Split-spoon samplers and brass liners will be decontaminated prior to and after use and stored in 
clean plastic bags until use.  Additional details regarding the use of split-spoons samplers with 
brass liners are described in SOP-14.   



1.2.3  Equipment Decontamination 



Sampling equipment will be cleaned and decontaminated according to the details in SOP-3 
Equipment Decontamination.  Decontamination methods are summarized below. 



 Large equipment such as drill rig augers will be decontaminated using a pressure washer 
capable of delivering water at a minimum temperature of 180 degrees Fahrenheit. 



 Smaller equipment will be decontaminated between samples as follows: 



– Wash the equipment in low- or non-phosphate detergent (e.g., Alconox® 
or Liqui-Nox® solutions made as directed by the manufacturer). 



– Rinse with potable water 



– Rinse twice with deionized or distilled water 



– Rinse water will be handled as IDW according to Section 1.3 and SOP-7 
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1.2.4 Borehole Abandonment  



A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer shall supervise the abandonment activities and shall 
record details in the field notebook and on page 1 of the Soil Boring Log Form.  Soil borings will 
be abandoned as described below. 



 The borehole will be abandoned with soil cuttings extracted from the soil boring with any 
non-native fill material being place in the soil boring last. 



The uppermost one to two feet of the abandoned soil boring shall consist of native material, 
cement or asphalt to match the surrounding ground surface.  Additional details on abandonment 
methods are located in SOP-10 Soil Boring Drilling and Abandonment. 



1.3 Investigation Derived Waste (IDW) 



The National Contingency Plan (NCP), codified in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300, 
requires that investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during a CERCLA site investigation 
be managed in compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 
to the extent practicable, considering the urgency of the situation.  As in most site investigations, 
IDW will be generated during field investigation program.  This section provides a summary of 
the approach to management of IDW generated during the SRI.  More detailed IDW 
management guidance is provided in SOP-7. 



Typical IDW generated during field activities are solid wastes and may include (but are not 
limited to) the following media and waste types:   



Fluids Solids 
Decontamination fluids and wastewater Soils and soil cuttings 
 Plastic tarps or sheeting 



 Decontamination solids 
 Spent personal protective equipment (PPE) 
 Packaging materials 



 Used containers, sample bottles 
  



  



  



 



The above wastes may or may not be encountered, generated or managed while performing this 
investigation.  However, all solid waste streams will be characterized to determine if they are 
hazardous wastes per 40 CFR § 262.11 for the purposes of handling and disposal.  Guidance 
from SOP-7 shall be used as part of project planning to estimate total volumes of IDW likely to 
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be generated during the anticipated SRI activities as well as how the IDW will be managed and 
disposed. 
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2.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 



2.1 Introduction 



This section presents the QAPP as it pertains to soil sample collection, handling and testing of 
the soil samples for the contingent TC vault subsurface investigation.  Applicable SOPs are 
provided in the Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May. 



2.2 Project Team and Organization 



The overall organizational structure and key personnel for this project and responsibility and 
authority of each team member is presented below.   



2.2.1 FMC Project Coordinator 



FMC has overall responsibility for procuring consultants and contractors to perform the work.  
The FMC Project Coordinator is Ms. Barbara Ritchie. 



2.2.2 MWH Project Manager 



Mr. Rob Hartman is the MWH Project Manager and has overall responsibility for conducting the 
project in accordance with this work plan.   



2.2.3 MWH Field Team Leader 



Mr. Bill Bragdon will serve as field team leader (FTL) for this investigation and will be 
responsible for coordinating the necessary field resources and for ensuring site health and safety.  
Mr. Bragdon has worked extensively on the FMC OU property during the supplemental remedial 
investigation.  



2.2.4 Testing Laboratory 



ALS Laboratories will perform all laboratory testing on soil samples collected during this 
investigation.  ALS is an NELAC-accredited laboratory capable of performing all required 
analyses. 



2.3 Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) 



State the Problem   



The integrity of the concrete walls and/or floor of the TC vault is suspect based on the post-
decontamination inspection and may have impacted soils beneath the vault at levels that exceed 
background or soil screening levels (SSLs). 
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Identify the Decision 



The subsurface investigation is designed to determine if the TC vault has or has not impacted 
soils at levels that could be a threat to human health or the environment. 



Identify the Decision Inputs 



Decision Inputs 



The laboratory analytical results from the soil samples will be compared to soil background 
concentrations and SSLs documented in the SRI Report. 



Define the Boundaries 



Lateral Boundaries  



The initial lateral boundaries for the TC vault investigation is about 2 feet outside the exterior 
walls of the vault. 



Vertical Boundaries 



The initial vertical boundary for the TC vault is 40 feet bgs.  The boring depth is approximately 
two times the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is 
about 14 feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from 
the vault. 



Develop the Decision Rules 



The decision rules associated with soil sampling at the TC vault are as follows: 



 If the concentration of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) is/are greater than the applicable SSL or 
background, then additional investigation may have to be performed.   



 If the concentrations of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) are less than the applicable SSL or 
background, the TC vault has not impacted soils at levels that could be a threat to human 
health or the environment. 



Specify the Tolerance Limits of Decision Errors 



The soil sample analytes, soil background levels, soil screening levels and target analytical 
reporting limits are specified on Table A-1.  The laboratory analytical methods have an 
acceptable accuracy of + 25% (i.e., laboratory control sample results are within 75% to 125% of 
the actual sample concentration).  
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2.4 Sample Labeling 



All samples will be labeled in a clear, precise way for proper identification in the field and for 
tracking in the laboratory.  The samples will have identifiable and unique numbers.  At a 
minimum, the sample labels will contain the following information: 



 facility name 



 sample number 



 sample depth 



 date of collection 



 time of collection 



 initials or name of person(s) collecting sampling 



 analytical parameter(s) 



 method of sample preservation 



A coding system will be used to uniquely identify each sample collected.  The system will allow 
for quick data retrieval and tracking to account for all samples.  The sample designation will be 
recorded on the sample label and logbook, and will comprise these fields.   



 Samples will be numbered sequentially for each type of sample collected at the Training 
Center Vault (TCV). 



 A field that begins with alphabetic characters that identify the type of sample.  Sample-
type codes include the following: 



 SB = soil boring 



 Two digits will follow the alphabetic characters and will be sequential (e.g., “01” for the 
first soil boring, “02” for the second soil boring).   



 Followed by a number indicating the top of the soil sample depth interval based on 
retention of the third 6-inch brass sleeve from the split spoon sampler for the sample to be 
submitted to the laboratory. 



As an example, sample designation TCV-SB016.5 is the sample from the first soil boring 
collected from 16.5 (to 17) feet bgs.   
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2.5 Chain-of-Custody 



Each sample will be properly documented to facilitate timely, accurate, and complete analysis of 
the data.  The documentation system is used to identify, track, and monitor each sample from the 
point of collection through final data reporting.  Where practicable, this documentation system 
may be electronic.  Chain-of-custody protocol will be implemented and followed for all samples.  
A sample is considered to be in a person’s custody if it is: 1) in a person’s physical possession, 2) 
in view of the person after taking possession, or 3) secured by that person so that no one can 
tamper with it. 



Chain-of-custody forms will be used to ensure that the integrity of samples is maintained.  Each 
form will include the following information: 



 Sample number 



 Date of collection 



 Time of collection 



 Sample depth 



 Testing Requirements 



 Method of sample preservation 



 Number of sample containers 



 Shipping arrangements and airbill number, as applicable 



 Recipient laboratories 



 Signatures of parties relinquishing and receiving the sample at each transfer point 



Whenever a change of custody takes place, both parties will sign and date the chain-of-custody 
form, with the relinquishing person retaining a copy of the form.  The party that accepts custody 
will inspect the custody form and all accompanying documentation to ensure that the information 
is complete and accurate.  Any discrepancies will be noted on the chain-of-custody form.   



2.6 Sample Handling and Shipping 



After collection, samples will be properly stored to prevent degradation of the integrity of the 
sample prior to its analysis.  As applicable, this includes proper containerization storing the 
sample in a refrigerated environment, and analyzing the sample within prescribed holding times.  
Where practicable, FMC may electronically document sample handling, preservation, and 
storage.   
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All samples designated for off-site laboratory analysis will be packaged and shipped in 
accordance with applicable U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Samples will be 
sealed in the appropriate sampling container.  Sampling personnel will inventory the sample 
containers from the Site prior to shipment to ensure that all samples listed on the chain-of-
custody form are present.   



The originals of the analysis request and chain-of-custody forms will be sealed in a waterproof 
plastic bag and placed inside the shipping container prior to sealing the container.  The cooler 
will be taped shut using strapping tape over the hinges and custody seals placed across the top 
and sides of the cooler lid.  Custody seals will be used to preserve the integrity of each sample 
container and cooler from the time the sample is collected until it is opened by the laboratory. 
Two or more custody seals will be signed, dated, and placed on the front and back of the sample 
cooler prior to transport.  Clear tape will be placed over the custody seals to prevent inadvertent 
damage during shipping.  The tape should not allow the seals to be lifted off with the tape and 
reaffixed without breaking the seal.   



2.7 Project Documentation 



2.7.1 Field Logbooks 



The on-site geologist/environmental scientist will use a weather-resistant, bound, survey-type 
field logbook with numbered, non-removable pages to record in black or blue indelible ink all 
field activities including soil sampling, trenching, drilling, etc.  Daily information entered in the 
logbook will include: 



 Dates and times 



 Name and location of the work activities. 



 Weather conditions 



 Personnel, subcontractors and visitors on site 



 Sample locations and methods (including sampling equipment), time of sample 
collection, and sample depths 



 Samples submitted to the laboratory for analyses  



 Sample type (e.g., soil)  



 Name of carrier transporting the sample (e.g., name of laboratory and shipping carrier) 



 Photograph numbers and descriptions (if applicable) 



 Description of decontamination activities (if applicable) 
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 Schematic drawings of sample locations (if not done on field forms)  



 Any deviations from this plan  



 Health & Safety meetings including topics discussed and attendees 



 Accidents including near misses 



 Other relevant observations as the field work progresses 



 Problems and corrective actions 



 Field equipment calibration methods 



 Investigation-Derived Waste 



At the end of each field day, the project field book will be dated and signed by the field person 
that took notes during the day.  If the entire page is not used a line will be drawn through the 
unused portion of the page.  If pages are accidentally skipped, a line will be drawn through the 
entire page. All corrections will be made by drawing a line through the erroneous information 
and initialing the change.  “White-out” or its equivalent will not be used.  



If electronic record-keeping systems are employed, procedures will ensure that:  



 All original entries recorded are sufficiently backed up to avoid loss. 



 A system that preserves both the original record and any changes to the record, inclusive 
of the identification of the individual making the change exists, and will be implemented. 



 An archived record of all data entries will be protected to prevent unauthorized access or 
amendment of the electronic data. 



 Entries will be complete enough to allow for the historical reconstruction of all records.  



 The review of the records will be documented.   



2.7.2 Daily Quality Control Report (DQCR) Form 



DQCRs will be prepared by the FTL each day that fieldwork is performed.  The completed 
DQCRs will summarize daily activities and will include: 



 Dates and times 



 The type of work performed 



 The individuals performing the work 
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 Visitors and equipment on site 



 Quality control activities 



 Health and Safety 



 Problems encountered and corrective actions taken 



 Weather (including temperature, wind and humidity) 



 The report number 



The report number (on the bottom right) will start with number one on the initial report and then 
will be sequential through the duration of the project.   



2.7.3 Soil Boring Logs 



After collecting the required samples for geotechnical analyses the field geologist will make a 
visual description of the soil type and other lithologic or physical characteristics.  Lithologic or 
physical characteristics will include but not be limited to color, grain size, plasticity, density, soil 
moisture, odors, bedding, and other information needed to accurately describe the soil.  Soil 
borings will be logged for fill material type and depth (if any), soil classification, and the 
interface between fill (if any) and native soil material.  As well as providing a visual description 
of the soil, other information that may be entered on the Soil Boring Log Form will include: 



 Boring ID number 



 A sketch of the soil boring location 



 Project name and job number 



 Date drilled and date completed 



 Logged by 



 Total depth of the soil boring 



 Diameter of soil boring 



 Drilling contractor 



 Drilling method 



 Survey information including northing, easting and ground surface elevation 



 Soil boring abandonment procedure 
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 Number of blows to drive sampler (if applicable) 



 Soil sampler type 



 Amount of soil recovered in sampler  



2.7.4 Surveying 



The locations of the soil borings will be surveyed upon completion of the borings as described in 
this section.  The surveyed locations of the borings will be included in the summary report.  It is 
anticipated that the surveying will be completed using a handheld GPS unit.  A detailed 
description of the GPS and other surveying is found in SOP-6. 



All measurements will be referenced to the State Plane Coordinate System, North American 
Datum 1983 and North American Vertical Datum 1988.  Each sampling location will be marked 
with a wooden stake, a wooden lath or pin flag and will have the corresponding sample 
identification number written on the marker.  During surveying, the northing, easting and 
elevation will be stored in the GPS unit and downloaded onto a computer.  In addition, the 
northing, easting and elevation will be recorded a bound field notebook.  The GPS unit will be 
checked daily for accuracy at a control point or benchmark with a known northing, easting and 
elevation.   



In the event that the accuracy of the GPS does not meet the requirements of the FSP, a licensed 
surveyor may be required for increased accuracy.  The surveyor will be licensed in the State of 
Idaho.  Data collected by the surveyor will be provided in an electronic format. 



2.7.5 Soil Classification 



Soil will be described in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) 
and the American Standards Testing Method (ASTM) Standard D 2488 - 90 Standard Practice 
for Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure; ASTM, 1990).  A detailed 
description of soil classification that includes the information listed below is described in detail 
in SOP-8. 



Field observations of soil classification and other observations will be recorded on field sheets 
such as Soil Boring Logs.  Information included on the field forms will include the following, as 
appropriate: 



 Group symbol (GW, GP, GM, GC, SW, SP, SM, SC, ML, CL, OL, MH, CH and OH) 



 USCS name (silty gravel, silty fine sand, poorly graded sand, etc.) 



 Color (Munsell Chart) 
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 Angularity of coarse-grained soil  



 Particle size range and percentage (boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, fines) 



 Plasticity (non-plastic, low, medium, high) 



 Density (for clay, silt and sand) 



 Moisture content (dry, moist, wet) 



 Noticeable odors (if any) 



 Structure (stratified, laminated, fissured) 



 Hardness of coarse particles 



 Cementation (if present) 



 Dry strength (none, low, medium, high, very high) 



 Dilatancy (none, slow, rapid) 



 Toughness (low, medium, high) 



 Minerals (if present) 



 Graphic log of bedding, changes of soil type, fractures, organics such as roots and the 
location of other physical features    



 Reaction with HCl (none, weak, strong). 



2.7.6 Photo Logs 



Photographic records of boring samples and general field activities shall be collected.  
Photographic records may also be taken to back up soil logging activities or to support the 
description of surface and subsurface features.  Photographic records may be acquired using a 
digital camera(s).  A bound field logbook shall be used for recording the photographer’s name, 
subject matter, borehole identification number, interval, and other pertinent information for each 
frame or digital image.  Any wasted frames or images in a roll of film or sequence of digital 
images shall be so noted in the field logbook. 



Photographic records using film will be converted to digital .jpg format.  Digital camera images 
will also be saved in .jpg format.  Copies will be saved onto recordable CD or DVDs and will be 
retained as project records, along with the backup copies of the associated field logbook entries. 
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2.8 Report 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed pursuant to this sampling 
and analysis plan.  The report will include appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed 
locations of the borings, and testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the 
performance of the work. 











Table A-1 
 



Soil Screening Levels and Reporting Limits for Inorganics in Soil 
 



Parameter 
Background* 



(mg/kg) 



Commercial 
Industrial 



Worker  SSL
(mg/kg) 



Construction 
Worker     



SSL 
(mg/kg) 



Utility 
Worker SSL



(mg/kg) 



SSL  
Protective of 



Groundwaterc  
(mg/kg) 



Reporting 
Limit 



(mg/kg) 



Antimony 2.2 454 104 1,360 5 0.2 



Arsenic 7.7 7.7a 14.6 173 7.7d 0.8 



Barium 188 61,700 8,360 109,000 1,600 20 



Beryllium 1 645 61.0 792 63 0.1 



Boron 12.8 223,000 5,210 67,800 450 1  



Cadmium 1.9 860 81.3 1,060 8 0.2  



Chromium 27.5 1,000,000b 551,000 1,000,000b 38 3 



Cobalt 7.6 553 52.2 679 630 0.8 



Copper 12.6 42,000 22,000 286,000 9,400 1 



Fluoride 600 68,100 33,000 430,000 12,000 60 



Lead  29.1 800e 800 e 800 e 800 e 3 



Lithium 16.1 22,700 11,900 155,000 4,200 2 



Manganese 482 23,500 77,100 1,000,000 390 50 



Mercury 0.16 340 464 6,030 2 0.02  



Molybdenum 2.15 5,670 2,750 35,800 81 0.2  



Nickel 15.5 6,450 404 5,250 130 2 



Phosphorus, 
total  



NA 22.7 117 1,000 NA 5 



Phosphorus, 
elemental g 



0 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.00015 0.0005h 



Selenium 1.36 5,670 2,750 35,800 5 0.1  



Silver 1.9 5,670 2,750 35,800 34 0.2 



Thallium 0.27 77.2 374 4,870 .7 0.03  



Vanadium 45.4 7,950 3,500 45,500 6,000 5 



Zinc 52.8 340,000 165,000 1,000,000b  12,000 5 



Note: 
* background from EMF ROD (EPA/541/R-98/034), Table 11 
a default to background since the Site Worker SSL is less than background 
b default to 1E+06 since SSL is greater than 1E+06 
c A dilution-attenuation factor (DAF) of 20 is incorporated into the SSLs protective of groundwater 
d default to background since the SSL protective of groundwater is less than background  
e SSLs for lead are based on the value cited by EPA's Adult Lead Methodology Workgroup as being 
protective at commercial/industrial sites (www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/lead/almfaq.htm) 



f Default to background because insufficient data exist to derive an SSL protective of groundwater for this 
constituent. 



g. Regional Screening Level (RSL) Industrial Soil Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Noncancer Hazard 
Index (HI) = 0.1: Ingestion SL HQ=0.1 (mg/kg); and Regional Screening Level (RSL) Soil to Groundwater 
Supporting Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Protection of Groundwater SSL: Risk Based SSL 
(mg/kg).   



h Laboratory Reporting Limit (RL) is 0.0005, laboratory will be requested to report to the method detection 
limit (MDL) of 0.00015 mg/kg. 
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Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you over the
 telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please feel free to telephone
 me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of waste leaving
 the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers for these drums leaving the
 site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there should be 78 samples from each drum
 verifying the content. This material is not homogenous as shown in their own words that north
 portion of the material was hazardous and the south portion was not.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Cultural Resources Call Tomorrow?
Date: Monday, April 25, 2016 12:35:52 PM


Let’s plan for 10 am (PDT) tomorrow.  Sorry about the longer-than-anticipated dental visit this
 morning.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 11:52 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Cultural Resources Call Tomorrow?
 
Jonathan,
 
Would you be able to make a call tomorrow?  David and I are available between 7:30 and 9:00 am
 (pacific) or between 10 and 11:30 am (pacific).
 
Michele
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Analytical Results
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:04:57 PM
Attachments: 2015-08-03 FMC Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure - Rev Aug 2015.pdf


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 11:06 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Analytical Results
 
FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:18 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; cliff.merrill@akana.us; Michele Benchouk <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>;
 'Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov' <Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 



This Work Plan has been prepared for the closure of a flow-through below-ground concrete vault 
that was formerly used as a septic tank at FMC’s former elemental phosphorus plant located in 
Power County, Idaho.  Until recently, the vault passed sanitary waste from one restroom and four 
sinks in the Training Center building to the sewer system connected to the City of Pocatello’s 
Water Pollution Control (WPC) treatment plant (“POTW”).  This Work Plan describes the steps 
and procedures for closure of the Training Center vault (TC vault).   



1.1 BACKGROUND 



As described in FMC’s August 6, 2014 letter to EPA,  FMC’s operation and maintenance 
(O&M) contractor on August 5, 2014 was supervising the pumping of a flow‐through sanitary 
wastewater vault connecting the restrooms and sinks in the Training Center building to a pipeline 
that flows to the City of Pocatello’s wastewater treatment plant.  Two waste removal (vacuum) 
trucks were used in that operation. After two truck‐loads of liquid sanitary wastes had been 
removed, the trucks returned to the site and the trucks (one each on either end of the tank) 
removed the remaining liquid and began to remove accumulated sewage sludge from the bottom 
of the sanitary tank. When removing the hose pumping from the port on the south end of the tank 
(the influent pipe end of the TC vault), wispy smoke was observed leaving the end of the hose 
for a brief period of time (less than 10 minutes). FMC’s O&M contractor directed the work to 
stop.  Both trucks were emptied into portable aboveground containers at the site and both of the 
vacuum trucks were rinsed with clean water. The wispy smoke is considered indicative of the 
presence of elemental phosphorus (P4), which is a solid at ambient temperature. While no smoke 
was observed in the material pumped by the second truck, in an abundance of caution that 
material was also emptied into an aboveground container and the truck was rinsed with clean 
water as described above.    



The sanitary wastewater emptied from the vacuum trucks was allowed to settle and the clarified 
sanitary wastewater, which had previously been tested for TCLP metals and pH and was found 
not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic, was pumped from the aboveground containers 
and disposed at the POTW that received the first two loads.  The settled solids in the 
aboveground tanks were subsequently transferred into 55-gallon drums and managed as 
hazardous waste.  The drums were shipped to the Heritage-WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration.  The water used to decontaminate the aboveground containers (after removal of the 
solids) was separately tested for TCLP metals and pH.  This water did not exhibit any hazardous 
waste characteristic.  After that analysis had been made, the wastewater was transported and 
disposed at the POTW that received the liquid waste loads.  The hose used to pump the north end 
of the TC vault was inspected and there was no visual evidence of P4.  That hose was rinsed with 
clean water, the rinsate was drained into the vault, and the hose was returned to ordinary service 
by the vacuum truck contractor.  The hose that was used to pump from the south end of the TC 
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vault was decontaminated with clean water.  Both the hose decontamination water and a 
confirmatory rinsate sample from the decontaminated hose were tested for TCLP metals and pH.  
The decontamination water and the decontaminated hose, based on the rinsate sample result, 
were found not to exhibit any hazardous waste characteristic.  The decontamination water then 
was disposed of on-site and the decontaminated hose was placed in a garbage bin for disposal at 
the Bannock County landfill.   



1.2 TRAINING CENTER VAULT BACKGROUND 



The TC vault was previously known as the “Change House” septic tank. This tank was 
historically used to collect sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Building, the lab/process 
building (other than lab sinks), the Maintenance Building washroom and the Change House until 
1991, when these flows through the TC vault were tied into (piped to) the City of Pocatello 
POTW.  At that time, it ceased to function as a septic tank and became a “flow-through” tank.  
The TC vault was identified as ID S9 on Table 4‐51(n) and indicated as remaining in service in 
the Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report (MWH, 2009a).  Table 4-51(n) of that report 
summarizes the remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures at the FMC Plant OU.  
The TC vault also was listed on an inventory of five septic systems and drain pit/field that FMC 
provided to EPA in 1991.  FMC notified EPA of the change of operation and status of those 
septic systems and drain pit/field in September 2010 (provided in Attachment 1).  An amended 
EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for the TC vault is provided in Attachment 2. 



The Training Center building was constructed in 1994 and connected to the TC vault, which as 
stated above was a flow-through tank at that time.  After the plant shutdown in 2001, the 
buildings that were connected to the TC vault were demolished with the exception of the 
Training Center.  The Training Center building remained in use, and the bathroom and sinks in 
that building discharged to the TC vault and Pocatello POTW.  



Based on available information, the potential presence of any P4 in this tank had not previously 
been identified.  Given the August 5 event, FMC can only speculate that the source of the 
apparent P4 in the tank (which would be minimal based on the limited smoking that was 
observed in one of two hoses) was likely the Change House. In the Change House, employees 
showered before leaving the plant site and personal protective equipment may have been 
removed and washed.  Presumably, small amounts of P4 could have been washed from boots and 
other protective equipment.  There also is a possibility that small amounts of P4 could have come 
from condensate from the plant-wide steam system that was used to heat the Engineering 
Building and was drained into the sewer collection system.  The plans and profiles for the 
sanitary waste system for the main office area showing the lateral and main sewer lines leading 
to the TC vault are shown on FMC plant drawing 36534, provided in Attachment 3. 
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The TC vault was constructed as a cast-in-place concrete, two-stage septic tank.  The TC vault 
was constructed with an operating capacity of 12,500 gallons.  The first stage contains a full-
width baffle 2.5 feet from the influent pipe to decrease the flow velocity and promote solids 
settling.  The bottom of the vault is sloped toward the influent side and is about 7.75 feet below 
the invert at the inlet and 6 feet below the invert at the wall separating the second stage.  The 
overflow to the second stage is a gooseneck with an invert at about 6 feet above the floor and the 
separation wall.  The second stage floor is level and the effluent pipe invert is also at 6 feet above 
the floor of the second stage. The plan and sections for the TC vault are shown on FMC plant 
drawing 36539 provided in Attachment 2, where it is identified as a 12,500-gallon septic tank.  
The effluent from the TC vault flowed to a distribution box and drainfield (discussed in Section 
1.3 below) until 1991, when the effluent was routed through a then-new manhole located north 
of the vault.  The manhole was piped to also collect flows from other plant office buildings.  The 
combined flow continued through effluent piping from the manhole to the Pocatello POTW.  The 
location of the manhole north of the TC vault (labeled MH1N) is shown on Figure 1-1. 



1.3 FORMER TRAINING CENTER VAULT DRAINFIELD 



The locations of four former septic drainfields east of the plant entrance at the FMC site were 
identified and investigated during the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) Remedial Investigation (RI).  
After the plant shutdown in 2001, numerous plant drawings were retained in electronic form; 
however, the plant drawing showing the exact location of the drainfield cannot be found.  
Therefore, in order to confirm which of these drainfields was formerly connected to the TC 
vault, FMC has consulted a former FMC plant engineer with first-hand knowledge of the 1974 
construction of the vault and the original distribution box and associated drainfield.  Figure 1-1 
shows the location of the former distribution box and drainfield for the TC vault.  According to 
the former plant engineer, the drainfield likely had six to eight drainlines (perforated pipelines) 
running east-west, bedded in drainrock channels approximately 30  inches below ground surface.  
The results of the EMF RI investigation at the TC vault former drainfield are described in 
Section 1.3.1 below. 



1.3.1 EMF Remedial Investigation Boring and Soil Sample Results 



As described in greater detail in the EMF RI Report (Bechtel, 1996), Section 4.2.3.2 FMC 
Facility Soils, four locations (soil boring designations F046B, F047B, F048B, and F049B) were 
sampled in the area of the septic drainfields east of the facility main gate.  Each boring was 
advanced to between 10 and 11 feet, and three to five soil samples were taken at each location. 
The samples were analyzed for the normal (EMF RI facility soil investigation) suite of inorganic 
parameters plus gross alpha and gross beta. 



As shown on Figure 1-1, EMF RI boring F048 was drilled and sampled in the drainfield that was 
formerly connected to the TC vault.  The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-107, 
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provides the following evaluation of the analytical results for the soil samples collected from 
boring F048:   



F048B was advanced from the surface to 10 feet, with soil samples taken at 2.5-foot 
intervals. Of the characteristic trace metals tested for, only zinc was above the 
representative level, and that was in the surficial sample. The uppermost sample was a 
dark brown topsoil fill; the remaining four were yellowish brown silts. Fluoride was 
above its representative level at the surface (1,690 mg/kg) Potassium exceeded the 
representative level in the 1.5-foot (3,610 mg/kg), 4-foot (4,080 mg/kg), and 9-foot 
(3,580 mg/kg) samples. Total phosphorus exceeded representative levels in the 1.5-foot 
(881 mg/kg), 9-foot (732 mg/kg), and 11.5-foot (734 mg/kg) samples (Table 4.2.3-8). 
The surficial sample had elevated levels of gross alpha (85.8 ± 25.6 pCi/g) and gross beta 
(36.5 ± 8.26 pCi/g) (Table 4.2.3-6). However, gross alpha and gross beta in the remaining 
soil horizons were all below representative levels. 



The EMF RI Report at Section 4.2.3.2, page 4.2-108 summarizes the overall septic drainfield 
investigations as follows: 



Summary - Septic Drainfields.  The septic drainfield area had trace metals, anions 
(fluoride and total phosphorus), gross alpha, and gross beta in the surficial topsoils and 
near-surface soil above representative levels. With a few exceptions, the concentrations 
of these parameters do not persist with depth. The effect of EMF-related activities has 
been minimal in the area.  



Other than the result for total phosphorus that exceeded the representative (background) level in 
the deepest (11.5 feet) soil samples, the RI results from boring F048 indicate that the former TC 
vault drainfield was and is a unlikely source of impact to groundwater.  Section 1.3.2 below 
describes groundwater conditions in the area of the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on 
orthophosphate and total phosphorus in shallow groundwater. 



1.3.2 Assessment of Potential Groundwater Impacts from the TC Vault and Former Drainfield 



The nature and extent and fate and transport of contaminants in groundwater at the FMC site is 
described in detail in the EMF RI Report and the Groundwater Current Conditions Report for the 
FMC Operable Unit (GWCCR; MWH, 2009b).  Groundwater investigations and on-going 
groundwater monitoring have been performed for over 20 years.  During the over 20 years of 
groundwater monitoring at the FMC OU, sampling has been performed at approximately 125 
monitoring wells at the FMC OU, resulting in over 4,500 samples and over 50,000 individual 
analytical results.  This section provides an assessment of the potential groundwater impacts 
from the TC vault and former drainfield, focused on total phosphorus concentrations above the 
background level in soil samples collected from RI boring F048.   
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Orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations in groundwater at the FMC OU are depicted 
on Figure 1-2, which was originally published as Figure 5.1-6 in the GWCCR.  The 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are primarily averages from the period 
November 1996 through May 2008.  As shown on the figure and reported in the GWCCR, the 
Western Ponds Area and particularly former unlined Pond 8S were significant sources of 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus to groundwater beneath the FMC site.  The plumes from that 
area flow downgradient to the northeast toward the northeast FMC plant site boundary.  The TC 
vault and former drainfield are located in the northeast boundary area.  Groundwater monitoring 
well 134 is the nearest well upgradient from the TC vault, and former drainfield and monitoring 
well 111 is the nearest well that is directly downgradient.  As shown on the inset table below, 
orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations are significantly lower in downgradient well 
111 compared to upgradient well 134 and the proximal cross-gradient well TW-5S. 



Monitoring 
Well 



Position Relative 
to TC Vault 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (GWCCR, 2009) 



(mg/l) 



Orthophosphate Total 
Phosphorus (2013) 



(mg/l) 



134 Upgradient 19.8 18.8 



111 Downgradient 3.95 2.24 



 



Average orthophosphate / total phosphorus concentrations using 2013 monitoring data are 
plotted on Figure 1-3, which zooms in on the wells in the area of the TC vault and its former 
drainfield.  As shown on Figure 1-3 and the inset table above, orthophosphate / total phosphorus 
concentrations have remained significantly lower in downgradient well 111 compared to 
upgradient well 134.  Further, the concentrations in both wells have decreased compared to the 
averages reported in the GWCCR.  The decreasing concentrations are consistent with the 
findings in the GWCCR that source control actions to date at the FMC OU (e.g., completion of 
closure of Pond 8S in 1999) have successfully decreased source loading to the groundwater 
system at the site. 



Based on this assessment of the groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the TC vault and 
former drainfield, there is no evidence that either is a discernable source of orthophosphate / total 
phosphorus to the groundwater system at the site. 



1.4 SCOPE OF WORK PLAN 



The scope of this Work Plan is to accomplish the following: 



1. Complete removal of the remaining water and solids from the TC vault and inspect the 
integrity of the TC vault;  
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2. Clean the sewer lines located within Remediation Area (RA)-A upgradient of the TC 
vault, perform video inspection to confirm that the lines were thoroughly cleaned, and 
plug/abandon the pipeline sections within RA-A;  



3. Complete decontamination and closure of the TC vault; and 



4. Depending on the conditions observed during scope item 1 above, conduct contingent 
additional pipeline cleaning downgradient of the TC vault and/or conduct a subsurface 
investigation at the TC vault. 
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2.0 CLOSURE PROCEDURES 



This section provides a description of the TC vault closure procedures.  To facilitate the actions 
detailed in this Work Plan, preliminary work has been completed that has provided access to the 
TC vault.  The two to three feet of soil covering the vault was removed and stockpiled outside 
the working area, and the vault’s monolithic concrete roof was cut into removable sections.  
Also, the asphaltic concrete (AC) that partially covered manholes MHS1 and MHS2 was 
removed to allow access to those manholes.   



The FMC OU is covered by a Site-Wide Health and Safety Plan (SWHASP; FMC, 2013). The 
SWHASP sets forth the Site health and safety organization, specific Site hazards, Site controls, 
Site evacuation procedures, Site PPE requirements, general health and safety procedures, and 
emergency procedures.  The TC vault closure work will be performed consistent with the 
requirements of the SWHASP. 



2.1 CLEANING AND CLOSURE OF THE VAULT AND UPGRADIENT PIPING 



2.1.1 Removal of Remaining Liquid and Solids, Pressure Washing and Inspection of the Vault 



The following sequential steps will be taken to remove the remaining liquid and solids content, 
pressure wash and inspect the TC vault:   



1. Remove the saw-cut sections of the vault roof to provide adequate access to perform 
the removal and inspection work. Because the vault was a gravity drain system (not 
pressurized), the potential for any water or solids in the vault to have come into contact 
with the vault roof is very low. However, the vault roof will be visually inspected for 
staining, and, if there is any indication of P4 contamination, the roof section(s) will be 
decontaminated (pressure washed) into the south cell of the vault.  



2. Remove any liquid above the solids layer in both the first and second stages of the vault 
and containerize that material.  Liquids will be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



3. Prepare to remove solids from the first stage of the vault directly into 55-gallon drums.  
Install an appropriate system to fill the drums while minimizing potential spillage 
outside the vault.  This may include building a drum filling platform, and possibly a 
drum filling hopper, within the vault. 



4. Remove solids from the first stage of the vault and containerize the material in 55-
gallon drums. 



5. All of the solids removed from the first stage of the vault will be managed as hazardous 
waste (e.g., the drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for 
incineration). 
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6. If solids are found in the second stage of the vault after liquids are removed (Step 2 
above), the solids will be containerized.  Any solids removed from the second stage of 
the vault will be assessed for potential P4 content.  A representative sample(s) of the 
sediment will be collected from the container(s) for a visual P4 examination.  Because 
these samples will be very wet, the sample will be dried on a hot plate.  As the samples 
dries, any P4 present should oxidize, creating a visible smoke.  If P4 is encountered 
during sediment examination, based on visual observation of smoking or burning, then 
all the containers holding that sediment will be managed as hazardous waste (e.g., the 
drums will be shipped to the WTI facility in Liverpool, OH for incineration).  If P4 is 
observed in the sediments from the second stage, the contingent down-gradient pipe 
line cleaning will be performed as described in Section 2.1.3 below.  If no visual 
indications of P4 (i.e., no smoking) are observed in the sediments from the second 
stage, the solids will be managed as described in Section 2.2 below. 



7. Preliminary visual inspection of the concrete walls and floor of the vault to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If any holes or significant cracks are found, their locations will be 
surveyed for the purpose of subsequent subsurface investigation, and the 
holes/significant cracks will be sealed prior to the pressure washing step. 



8. Pressure washing of the first and second stages of the vault walls and floor.  Wash 
water will be removed and containerized separately.  Collected washwater liquids will 
be managed as described in Section 2.2. 



9. Visual inspection of the integrity of the first and second stages of the vault, with 
particular emphasis on the corners between the side walls and the floor to identify any 
holes or significant cracks or any unusual staining (i.e., non-uniform staining).  The 
location(s) of any holes, cracks and/or unusual staining will be surveyed and 
photographed.  If there are either extensive cracks in the concrete, or the overall 
integrity of the concrete walls or floor is poor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of 
concrete aggregate), a contingent subsurface investigation at the TC vault will be 
conducted pursuant to the Sampling and Analysis Plan contained in Appendix A of this 
Work Plan.  Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the 
results of the contingent subsurface soil investigation, the subsurface investigation may 
be modified  to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the 
vault and former drainfield. A field modification will be prepared for any additional 
subsurface investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following 
implementation of this Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, 
the subsurface soil investigation. 
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2.1.2 Cleaning, Inspection, and Abandonment of Piping Up-gradient of Vault 



Manholes MHS1 and MHS2 (as shown on Figure 1-1) allow access for cleaning and video 
inspection of the sewer piping upgradient of the TC vault within RA-A.  The section of piping in 
RA-B upgradient from manhole MHS2 will not be cleaned.  This is because that section of 
piping, along with other un-cleaned underground industrial piping in RA-B, will be capped with 
an evapotranspirative (ET) cap as specified in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment for 
the FMC OU (EPA, 2012).  The upgradient piping within RA-A will be cleaned, inspected and 
abandoned under this Work Plan.  This work will proceed through the following sequential steps:   



1. The lateral pipeline from MHS1 to the former Change House enters MHS1 from the 
west, and should be accessible to clean at that manhole.  The lateral pipelines leading 
from the former Control Lab and Process Building have “Y” connections to the main 
pipeline between MHS1 and MHS2.  These lines will be cleaned by sending the pressure 
hose upgradient from MHS1 through the “Y” connections.  In the event that these lines 
cannot be accessed from MHS1, the pipe will be exposed (excavated) at the former 
building foundation and the pipes will be accessed for cleaning and inspection from the 
upgradient ends. 



2. The main sewer line from MHS2 to MHS1 to the TC vault will be cleaned by accessing 
the line at the manholes, and generally working downgradient toward the vault.   



3. The pipe cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be 
containerized, characterized and disposed per Section 2.2 (Waste Management).   



4. Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, all piping will be video surveyed to 
confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.   



5. Plug all inlets / outlets of manholes MHS1 and MHS2 using cement grout or concrete, 
and then backfill the manholes to grade with clean fill material (e.g., gravel).  If the 
pipelines leading from the former Control Lab and Process Building have been exposed 
(excavated) at the former building foundation to provide for access, those pipelines will 
be plugged and abandoned with cement grout or concrete and the excavations filled with 
the originally-removed fill materials. 



2.1.3 Contingent Down-gradient Pipeline Cleaning 



Due to the specific gravity of P4 (1.82), any P4 that entered the first stage of the TC vault would 
have likely settled near the full-width baffle designed to direct flow downward to the bottom of 
the vault.  Because the overflow from the first to the second stage is about 6 feet above the floor 
of the vault, there is a low probability that particles of P4 would have been carried over into the 
second stage, and a much lower probability that P4 particles would have passed through the 
overflow pipe from the second stage, which is also about 6 feet above the floor of the vault, into 
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the discharge pipe that leads from the vault to MHN1.  Also, during the visual inspection of 
MHN1, there were essentially no sediments in the manhole, which supports the conclusion that 
no solids, including relatively low specific gravity solids, carried over into the discharge pipe for 
deposition beyond the manhole. 



However, if P4 is observed in the sediments from the second stage of the TC vault (per 2.1.1 
Step 6), then this contingent down-gradient pipe line cleaning will be performed.  The pipeline 
from the TC vault to MHN1 will be cleaned by accessing the pipeline from either the TC vault 
effluent pipe or MHN1, or both.  Once the piping has been sufficiently cleaned, the section of 
piping will be video surveyed to confirm that sediment/debris has been removed.  The pipe 
cleaning water and any sediment removed from the pipeline will be containerized, characterized 
and appropriately disposed of per Section 2.2 (Waste Management). 



2.1.4 Closure of the Vault  



Following the vault and pipeline cleaning, confirmation of that work through a video survey, and 
plugging/abandonment of the sewer piping appurtenant to the TC vault, the TC vault closure will 
be completed through the following sequential steps:   



1. Removal of any water and/or solids that have flowed into the vault during the upgradient 
pipeline cleaning (and downgradient piping if cleaning has been triggered). 



2. Plug the two inlets and the outlet of the vault using cement slurry or concrete. 



3. The saw cut sections of the vault roof will be placed flat in the bottom of the sump in 
such a manner as to leave no void space and the remainder of the vault will be filled with 
clean fill material (e.g., gravel) to grade.  The elevation of the final surface of the 
backfilled vault will then be surveyed. 



2.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT 



Table 2-1 lists the solid wastes that may be generated during the TC vault closure and pipe 
cleaning activities.  A waste determination will be performed for each solid waste generated 
during the TC vault closure and pipe cleaning work. 



The solid waste inventory (as provided in Table 2-1) is a tool used to track, record, and monitor 
waste determinations (as required by 40 CFR § 262.11); to track, record, and monitor the land 
disposal restriction information for each waste stream destined for off-site land disposal (as 
required in 40 CFR § 268.7); and to track final disposition of the wastes. All waste determination 
documentation will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(c).  Any hazardous 
waste manifests will be kept as part of the facility record per 40 CFR 262.40(a). 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Remaining water in 
TC vault (first and 
second stage) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample(s) will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 



Solids in first stage 
of the TC vault 



Manage as 
hazardous waste



Presumed 
presence of 
elemental 
phosphorus. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums). 



Solids will be managed as hazardous 
waste and shipped to Heritage-WTI, 
East Liverpool, OH. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Solids in second 
stage of the TC 
vault (if present) 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., drums).  A representative 
sample of solids will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



TC Vault 
washwater 



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal. 
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Table 2-1.  Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal 



Expected and/or 
Potential  



Waste or Material 



Preliminary 
Waste 



Determination1



Waste 
Determination 



Basis 



On-Site Accumulation or 
Storage 



Planned Disposal 



Water collected 
during sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge, 
TCLP results 
from TC vault 
water. 



Water will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks).  Water 
sample will be collected from 
the container(s) for waste 
determination analysis (i.e., 
TCLP metals and pH).  
Following waste determination, 
water will be disposed.   



If water is determined to be non-
hazardous, it will be shipped to the 
same POTW as prior nonhazardous 
water from the vault.  If water is 
determined to be hazardous, it will be 
transported to US Ecology, Grand 
View, ID for treatment and disposal.   



Sediment / solids 
collected during 
sewer piping 
cleaning  



Non-hazardous 
solid waste 



Generator 
knowledge. 



Solids will be contained on-site 
(e.g., in Baker tanks or drums).  
A representative sample of 
remaining sediments will be 
collected from the container(s) 
for waste determination analysis 
(i.e., TCLP metals and visual 
P4 examination).  Following 
waste determination, sediments 
will be disposed. 



If solids are determined not to contain 
P4 and be non-hazardous, it will be 
shipped to the same POTW as prior 
nonhazardous water from the vault.  If 
solids are determined to contain P4 or 
otherwise be subject to management 
as hazardous waste, it will be shipped 
to US Ecology, Grand View, ID or a 
licensed hazardous waste incinerator 
(e.g., Heritage-WTI, East Liverpool, 
OH), pending waste acceptance. 



1 The preliminary waste determination is based upon generator knowledge at the time of development of this plan.  Additional 
waste determination will be performed at the time of generation. 
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3.0 DOCUMENTATION 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed, including any of any 
contingent work if conditions warrant, pursuant to this Work Plan.  The report will include 
appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed final elevation of the backfilled vault and 
any testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the performance of the work.  
The report will include recommendations for next steps if any additional work is warranted 
following implementation of this Work Plan. 
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Attachment 1 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Forms Submitted 2010











 



 FMC Corporation  



 1735 Market Street  



 Philadelphia PA 19103 



FMC Corporation 215.299.6000 phone  



 215.299.6947 fax 
  
 www.fmc.com  
 
 



Via Email 
 
September 17, 2010 
 
Jennifer Parker, LG, LHG 
Groundwater Unit, OCE-082 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 
 
Subject: EMF Injection Well Follow up 
 Update to the FMC Plant OU database 
 
Dear Ms. Parker: 
 
Thank you for your patience as FMC has worked through available historical files to 
ensure completeness of this response to update U.S.EPA’s records regarding 
Underground Injection Wells at the FMC Plant Operable Unit of Eastern Michaud Flats 
(EMF) superfund site.  This letter serves to provide some background, and transmit the 
Class V Well Closure Notification forms as requested to remove all of these systems 
from the EPA database. 
 
Background 
 
When the Westvaco Corporation started up an elemental phosphorus manufacturing 
plant west of Pocatello, Idaho in 1949, facilities to treat sanitary wastes were not 
available to the site, thus, subsurface septic systems were installed at various locations 
throughout the plant site to treat sanitary wastes generated by site employees.  Process 
waste streams, e.g., wastewaters containing elemental phosphorus, were directed to 
surface impoundments in the western portions of the property, but as process water was 
decanted from the ponds and recycled / reused within the process, sanitary wastes were 
segregated to avoid cross contamination of the product. Similarly, plant quality 
assurance laboratory sink drains were handled separately as analytical reagents could 
also result in contamination of the product if commingled with process wastewaters. 
 
Over the course of the life of the plant, septic systems were modified, replaced, and 
even renamed, to accommodate growth of the facility and changes in the operation, e.g., 
new buildings.  In 1991, the site submitted an inventory to EPA listing five septic systems 
and one drain pit/field in use at that time which would have met the definition of a Class 
V Underground Injection Well pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act regulations.  EPA 
has asked that FMC update this inventory.  As significant time has passed, and in fact, 
the FMC Pocatello plant has since closed and most facility structures demolished, 
update to the inventory has entailed a comprehensive file review to ensure 
completeness in the identification of drain fields, seepage pits or other systems which 
would be regulated under the federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) program.   
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US EPA 
September 17, 2010 – Page 2 
 
 



  



This file review has determined the status of each of those systems which would be 
defined as ‘injection wells’ under the UIC program, and a discussion of each follows.  It 
should be noted that no additional systems which would be regulated as ‘injection wells’ 
have been identified in the course of the review. 
 
1. “Chem Waste Drainfield.”   This system was used to dispose of wastewaters 



discharged down the sink drains from the onsite quality assurance laboratory 
building.  This system is discussed in greater detail in the May 2009 Supplemental 
Remedial Investigation Report for the FMC Plant Operable Unit (“the SRI Report”), 
where system closure in 1995 is described along with the results of the SRI soil 
investigation conducted at this source.  The drain line and waste drain sump remain 
in place, as identified on Table 4-51(e) of the SRI report (ID 101 and S10, 
respectively), which summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and 
Structures. 
 



2. “Ad Min” septic tank drain field.   This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 
wastes from the newer Administrative Office building and the Gate House until 1991, 
when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant.  This 
tank was identified as out of service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S6) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
3. “Change House” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat 



sanitary wastes from the old Engineering Office building, the lab/process building 
(other than lab sinks), the Training Center, the Maintenance Building showers and 
the Change House until 1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello 
sewage treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  Except for the 
Training Center, the buildings which contained restroom facilities which were served 
by this unit have been demolished. The Training Center remains on site, and the 
bathrooms in that building discharge to this tank, which has functioned as a flow 
through tank, now referred to as the “Training Center tank.”  Nonetheless, this unit 
ceased to function as a Class V UIC in 1991. This tank was identified as remaining in 
service in Table 4-51(n) of the SRI report (ID S9) which summarizes remaining 
Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 



 
4. ”DP” septic tank drain field.  This system was used to collect and treat sanitary 



wastes from the older data processing building and maintenance office building until 
1991, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant 
and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom 
facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished. This tank was 
identified as out of service in Table 4-51(d) of the SRI report (ID S7) which 
summarizes remaining Underground Piping, Sumps and Structures. 
 



5. “Proportion Bldg” septic tank and drain field.  This system was used to collect and 
treat sanitary wastes from the Proportion building control rooms until 1994, when 
these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant and it ceased 
to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which contained restroom facilities which 
were served by this unit have been demolished and plant drawings label this system  
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“abandoned.”  Based on site engineering practice, this would indicate that the tank 
was removed. 
 



6. “Kiln Bldg” septic tank seepage pits.  This system was used to collect and treat 
sanitary wastes from the area of the former kiln and proportioning building control 
rooms, until 1994, when these flows were tied into the City of Pocatello sewage 
treatment plant and it ceased to function as a Class V UIC.  The buildings which 
contained restroom facilities which were served by this unit have been demolished 
and plant drawings label this system as “abandoned.”  Based on site engineering 
practice, this would indicate that the tank was removed.  The seepage pits are also 
labeled on plant drawings as “abandoned” which would indicate that they too were 
removed when the foundation for the Nodule Fines project was installed in this area 
subsequent to 1994.   



 
In reviewing the records, several conclusions and observations can be made: 
 
 There is no record that the site ever used a Class I, Class II, Class III, or Class IV 



UIC well.  Only Class V UICs were identified.   The 1991 Class V UIC inventory 
provides an additional line of evidence to corroborate the records search which was 
conducted to compile the SRI report. 
 



 There is no record that aside from the chem waste lab drain field, any industrial 
wastes were discharged to a UIC well at the FMC Plant OU. 



 
 All Class V UICs were taken out of service prior to 1999, the effective date of the 



current 40 CFR Subpart G rules.   
 
 Records indicated that FMC had other small septic systems on site which were tied 



into the City of Pocatello sewage treatment plant in the early 1990s, but these served 
fewer than 20 people, and thus were not included in the inventory or regulated as 
Class V UICs. 



 
 Extensive soil and groundwater investigation at the FMC Plant OU indicate none of 



these systems have adversely impacted soil or groundwater. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at (215) 299-6700 should you have questions regarding 
this information. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
Barbara E. Ritchie 
Associate Director, Environment 
 
Enclosure 
cc: Kira Lynch - EPA 
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Attachment 2 



EPA Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form for TC Vault 



Amended 2014 



 











United States Environmental Protection Agency



UIC Federal Reporting System



Class V Well Pre-Closure Notification Form



1. Name of facility:



Address of facility:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



County: Location: Lat./Long.:



2. Name of Owner/Operator:



Address of Owner/Operator:



City/Town: State: Zip Code:



Legal contact: Phone number:



3. Type of well(s): Number of well(s):



4. Well construction (check all that apply):



Drywell Septic tank Cesspool



Improved sinkhole Drainfield/leachfield Other



5. Type of discharge:



6. Average flow (gallons/day): 7. Year of well construction:



8. Type of well closure (check all that apply):



Sample fluids/sediments Clean out well



Appropiate disposal of remaining fluids/sediments Install permanent plug



Remove well & any contaminated soil Conversion to other well type



Other (describe):



9. Proposed date of well closure:



10.Name of preparer: Date:



Certification



I certify under the penalty of law that I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted in this docu-
ment and all attachments and that, based on my inquiry of those individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the infor-
mation, I believe that the information is true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for sub-
mitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment.  (Ref. 40 CFR 144.32).



Name and Official Title (Please type or print) Signature Date Signed



Type or print all information.  See reverse for instructions Form Approved 12/99  OMB No. 2040-0214



EPA Form 7520-17



FMC Corporation



Old Highway 30 West



Pocatello Idaho 83202



Power



FMC Corporation



1735 Market Street



Philadelphia PA 19103



Barbara Ritchie (215) 299-6700



Septic system 1



X



Sanitary waste, shower water, steam condensate



70 to 500 gpd Vault constructed 1974



X



X



X Removal and disposal of remaining contents of vault, plug inlet outlet and backfill with inert material.



October 2014



Barbara Ritchie



Barbara Ritchie; Associate Director Environment



X



X



(Vault)



(Inlet/outlet pipe)



9/30/2014



9/30/2014





sring


Text Box


Approval expires 11/30/2014





hartmanrj


Text Box


for Training Center Vault - Amended 2014





hartmanrj


Stamp
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Attachment 3 



FMC Plant Drawings Related to the TC Vault 
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APPENDIX A 



Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 
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Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation 



Sampling and Analysis Plan 



As described in Section 2.1.1, Step 8 of the Training Center Vault Closure Work Plan, if the 
integrity of the concrete vault is suspected to have been compromised based on the post-
decontamination inspection, then a subsurface investigation will be performed at the vault.  This 
sampling and analysis plan (SAP) includes the field sampling plan and a quality assurance 
project plan (QAPP).  Standard operating procedures (SOPs) for this SAP are all referenced to 
the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May 2007 and are contained within that Plan.  The referenced 
SOPs were previously developed for the SRI for the FMC OU and will be used due to their 
applicability.   



1.0 FIELD SAMPLING PLAN 



1.1 TC Vault Subsurface Investigation 



If the contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to observed cracks in the concrete 
walls or floor of the vault, then a boring(s) will be located in proximity to the observed crack(s).  
For example, if a significant crack is observed in the southwest corner of the vault, a boring will 
be located adjacent to the southwest corner of the vault.  If any holes or significant cracks are 
located in the floor of the vault, a boring will be advanced directly through the floor as close as 
practicable to the surveyed location of the crack or hole after the vault has been backfilled. If the 
contingent subsurface investigation is triggered due to poor overall integrity of the concrete walls 
or floor (e.g., visible spalling and exposure of concrete aggregate), then five borings will be 
advanced, two on the west, two on the east and one through the center of the vault.  The west and 
east borings will be biased towards the corners (joints) if the joints are visibly deteriorated or 
cracked.  In either scenario, the east and west borings will be located as close as practicable to 
the exterior wall of the vault (expected to be within 2 feet of the exterior walls).  The center 
boring will be advanced after the vault has been backfilled.  The contingent boring locations for 
the subsurface investigation triggered due to poor overall integrity of the walls/floor are 
presented in Figure A-1.    
 
A hollow stem auger drilling rig will be used to advance the borings.  The borings will be drilled 
to a depth of 40 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The boring depth is approximately two times 
the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is about 14 
feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from the 
vault. 
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Soil samples will be collected beginning at 15 feet bgs (corresponding to the depth of the bottom 
of the TC vault) and then sample every 5 feet to a total depth of 40 feet.  Samples will be 
collected from 2 foot intervals and the third 6-inch interval (from top) will be retained for 
laboratory analysis.  The materials will be logged in general accordance with USCS.  SOPs to be 
used during the sampling are found in Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan.   



Visual examination for the presence of P4 will also be performed using SOP -17 Visual 
Identification of P4 and Pond Sediments during Soil Sampling.  Samples submitted to the 
laboratory will be analyzed for the following constituents: metals, fluoride, total phosphorus and 
elemental phosphorus.  The full list of analytical parameters is presented on Table A-1. 



Based on the inspection of the condition of the vault, and if required, the results of the contingent 
subsurface soil investigation detailed in this plan, the subsurface investigation may be modified  
to include groundwater sampling downgradient of and in proximity to the vault and former 
drainfield. A field modification to this plan will be prepared for any additional subsurface 
investigation(s) if any additional work is warranted following implementation of the Work Plan 
for Training Center Vault Closure and, if required, the subsurface soil investigation. 



1.2 INVESTIGATION SAMPLING METHODS 



1.2.1 Drilling Method 



Hollow-stem augers are commonly used for drilling in unconsolidated materials with little or no 
cobbles and boulders up to 150 feet in depth.  Hollow-stem augers consist of two parts: a tube 
with flights attached to the outside and connected to the lead auger, and a center rod and bit 
which prevents soil from entering the center of the auger.  The individual auger flights are five 
feet in length and about 8 inches in diameter.  The lead auger bit is about 0.5 to 1 foot in length 
and varies in diameter.  The drill rig rotates the augers clockwise and downward pressure is 
applied to drill the augers into the ground.   



Soil sample collection for logging and analytical purposes can be completed by driving a 2-foot 
split-spoon sampler. The split-spoon sampler is either driven with a calibrated automatic hammer 
or using a manually operated slide hammer.  The split-spoon is both lowered to the bottom of the 
boring and retrieved using metal rods.  Additional details are found in SOP-10 Soil Boring 
Drilling and Abandonment.  



1.2.2  Split-Spoon Soil Sampling 



The casing or boring will be advanced to the desired interval, where a soil sample will be 
collected in a split-spoon sampler (two-inch outer diameter) that may be fitted with brass sleeves.  
When the desired sample interval is reached, the split-barrel sampler will be driven 18 or 24 
inches with blows from a 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches in general accordance with 
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ASTM D 1586.  The number of blow counts for each six inch interval will be recorded on the 
boring log. 



If refusal is met before the targeted sampling depths are achieved, the borehole will be backfilled 
and relocated laterally within a five-foot radius of the original sampling location.  Re-location of 
the borehole will continue until a sample is obtained.  Sampler refusal is generally indicated if 
more than 50 blows are required to advance the sampler 6 inches.  If any samples are 
successfully collected prior to refusal, these samples will be retained.  It should be noted that 
during the SRI, no borehole refusals were experienced during cap delineation sampling. 



Once the sample interval has been retrieved, soil samples will be collected for the required 
analyses.  The third brass sampling liner sample will be placed in an appropriate container and 
retained as a discrete sample.  Evaluation for P4 will be performed according to the methods 
outlined in SOP 17.  Samples will be labeled and handled following the sample handling 
protocols described in Sections 2.4 to 2.6 and SOP-12. 



Remaining soil not submitted for analysis will be used for visual inspection/logging and for soil 
headspace testing at specified locations.  A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer will log soils 
in general accordance with Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) protocol.  Soil cuttings 
and soil samples not submitted to the laboratory will be handled according to the IDW protocol 
in Section 1.3 and SOP-7. 



Split-spoon samplers and brass liners will be decontaminated prior to and after use and stored in 
clean plastic bags until use.  Additional details regarding the use of split-spoons samplers with 
brass liners are described in SOP-14.   



1.2.3  Equipment Decontamination 



Sampling equipment will be cleaned and decontaminated according to the details in SOP-3 
Equipment Decontamination.  Decontamination methods are summarized below. 



 Large equipment such as drill rig augers will be decontaminated using a pressure washer 
capable of delivering water at a minimum temperature of 180 degrees Fahrenheit. 



 Smaller equipment will be decontaminated between samples as follows: 



– Wash the equipment in low- or non-phosphate detergent (e.g., Alconox® 
or Liqui-Nox® solutions made as directed by the manufacturer). 



– Rinse with potable water 



– Rinse twice with deionized or distilled water 



– Rinse water will be handled as IDW according to Section 1.3 and SOP-7 
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1.2.4 Borehole Abandonment  



A geologist, hydrogeologist, or engineer shall supervise the abandonment activities and shall 
record details in the field notebook and on page 1 of the Soil Boring Log Form.  Soil borings will 
be abandoned as described below. 



 The borehole will be abandoned with soil cuttings extracted from the soil boring with any 
non-native fill material being place in the soil boring last. 



The uppermost one to two feet of the abandoned soil boring shall consist of native material, 
cement or asphalt to match the surrounding ground surface.  Additional details on abandonment 
methods are located in SOP-10 Soil Boring Drilling and Abandonment. 



1.3 Investigation Derived Waste (IDW) 



The National Contingency Plan (NCP), codified in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 300, 
requires that investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during a CERCLA site investigation 
be managed in compliance with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 
to the extent practicable, considering the urgency of the situation.  As in most site investigations, 
IDW will be generated during field investigation program.  This section provides a summary of 
the approach to management of IDW generated during the SRI.  More detailed IDW 
management guidance is provided in SOP-7. 



Typical IDW generated during field activities are solid wastes and may include (but are not 
limited to) the following media and waste types:   



Fluids Solids 
Decontamination fluids and wastewater Soils and soil cuttings 
 Plastic tarps or sheeting 



 Decontamination solids 
 Spent personal protective equipment (PPE) 
 Packaging materials 



 Used containers, sample bottles 
  



  



  



 



The above wastes may or may not be encountered, generated or managed while performing this 
investigation.  However, all solid waste streams will be characterized to determine if they are 
hazardous wastes per 40 CFR § 262.11 for the purposes of handling and disposal.  Guidance 
from SOP-7 shall be used as part of project planning to estimate total volumes of IDW likely to 
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be generated during the anticipated SRI activities as well as how the IDW will be managed and 
disposed. 
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2.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN 



2.1 Introduction 



This section presents the QAPP as it pertains to soil sample collection, handling and testing of 
the soil samples for the contingent TC vault subsurface investigation.  Applicable SOPs are 
provided in the Appendix B of the SRI Field Sampling Plan – May. 



2.2 Project Team and Organization 



The overall organizational structure and key personnel for this project and responsibility and 
authority of each team member is presented below.   



2.2.1 FMC Project Coordinator 



FMC has overall responsibility for procuring consultants and contractors to perform the work.  
The FMC Project Coordinator is Ms. Barbara Ritchie. 



2.2.2 MWH Project Manager 



Mr. Rob Hartman is the MWH Project Manager and has overall responsibility for conducting the 
project in accordance with this work plan.   



2.2.3 MWH Field Team Leader 



Mr. Bill Bragdon will serve as field team leader (FTL) for this investigation and will be 
responsible for coordinating the necessary field resources and for ensuring site health and safety.  
Mr. Bragdon has worked extensively on the FMC OU property during the supplemental remedial 
investigation.  



2.2.4 Testing Laboratory 



ALS Laboratories will perform all laboratory testing on soil samples collected during this 
investigation.  ALS is an NELAC-accredited laboratory capable of performing all required 
analyses. 



2.3 Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) 



State the Problem   



The integrity of the concrete walls and/or floor of the TC vault is suspect based on the post-
decontamination inspection and may have impacted soils beneath the vault at levels that exceed 
background or soil screening levels (SSLs). 
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Identify the Decision 



The subsurface investigation is designed to determine if the TC vault has or has not impacted 
soils at levels that could be a threat to human health or the environment. 



Identify the Decision Inputs 



Decision Inputs 



The laboratory analytical results from the soil samples will be compared to soil background 
concentrations and SSLs documented in the SRI Report. 



Define the Boundaries 



Lateral Boundaries  



The initial lateral boundaries for the TC vault investigation is about 2 feet outside the exterior 
walls of the vault. 



Vertical Boundaries 



The initial vertical boundary for the TC vault is 40 feet bgs.  The boring depth is approximately 
two times the width of the vault (about 27 feet) below the bottom of the vault (bottom of vault is 
about 14 feet bgs).  This depth is expected to intercept soil potentially impacted by a release from 
the vault. 



Develop the Decision Rules 



The decision rules associated with soil sampling at the TC vault are as follows: 



 If the concentration of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) is/are greater than the applicable SSL or 
background, then additional investigation may have to be performed.   



 If the concentrations of metals, fluoride, total phosphorus or elemental phosphorus in the 
deepest soil sample(s) at the boring location(s) are less than the applicable SSL or 
background, the TC vault has not impacted soils at levels that could be a threat to human 
health or the environment. 



Specify the Tolerance Limits of Decision Errors 



The soil sample analytes, soil background levels, soil screening levels and target analytical 
reporting limits are specified on Table A-1.  The laboratory analytical methods have an 
acceptable accuracy of + 25% (i.e., laboratory control sample results are within 75% to 125% of 
the actual sample concentration).  
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2.4 Sample Labeling 



All samples will be labeled in a clear, precise way for proper identification in the field and for 
tracking in the laboratory.  The samples will have identifiable and unique numbers.  At a 
minimum, the sample labels will contain the following information: 



 facility name 



 sample number 



 sample depth 



 date of collection 



 time of collection 



 initials or name of person(s) collecting sampling 



 analytical parameter(s) 



 method of sample preservation 



A coding system will be used to uniquely identify each sample collected.  The system will allow 
for quick data retrieval and tracking to account for all samples.  The sample designation will be 
recorded on the sample label and logbook, and will comprise these fields.   



 Samples will be numbered sequentially for each type of sample collected at the Training 
Center Vault (TCV). 



 A field that begins with alphabetic characters that identify the type of sample.  Sample-
type codes include the following: 



 SB = soil boring 



 Two digits will follow the alphabetic characters and will be sequential (e.g., “01” for the 
first soil boring, “02” for the second soil boring).   



 Followed by a number indicating the top of the soil sample depth interval based on 
retention of the third 6-inch brass sleeve from the split spoon sampler for the sample to be 
submitted to the laboratory. 



As an example, sample designation TCV-SB016.5 is the sample from the first soil boring 
collected from 16.5 (to 17) feet bgs.   
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2.5 Chain-of-Custody 



Each sample will be properly documented to facilitate timely, accurate, and complete analysis of 
the data.  The documentation system is used to identify, track, and monitor each sample from the 
point of collection through final data reporting.  Where practicable, this documentation system 
may be electronic.  Chain-of-custody protocol will be implemented and followed for all samples.  
A sample is considered to be in a person’s custody if it is: 1) in a person’s physical possession, 2) 
in view of the person after taking possession, or 3) secured by that person so that no one can 
tamper with it. 



Chain-of-custody forms will be used to ensure that the integrity of samples is maintained.  Each 
form will include the following information: 



 Sample number 



 Date of collection 



 Time of collection 



 Sample depth 



 Testing Requirements 



 Method of sample preservation 



 Number of sample containers 



 Shipping arrangements and airbill number, as applicable 



 Recipient laboratories 



 Signatures of parties relinquishing and receiving the sample at each transfer point 



Whenever a change of custody takes place, both parties will sign and date the chain-of-custody 
form, with the relinquishing person retaining a copy of the form.  The party that accepts custody 
will inspect the custody form and all accompanying documentation to ensure that the information 
is complete and accurate.  Any discrepancies will be noted on the chain-of-custody form.   



2.6 Sample Handling and Shipping 



After collection, samples will be properly stored to prevent degradation of the integrity of the 
sample prior to its analysis.  As applicable, this includes proper containerization storing the 
sample in a refrigerated environment, and analyzing the sample within prescribed holding times.  
Where practicable, FMC may electronically document sample handling, preservation, and 
storage.   
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All samples designated for off-site laboratory analysis will be packaged and shipped in 
accordance with applicable U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Samples will be 
sealed in the appropriate sampling container.  Sampling personnel will inventory the sample 
containers from the Site prior to shipment to ensure that all samples listed on the chain-of-
custody form are present.   



The originals of the analysis request and chain-of-custody forms will be sealed in a waterproof 
plastic bag and placed inside the shipping container prior to sealing the container.  The cooler 
will be taped shut using strapping tape over the hinges and custody seals placed across the top 
and sides of the cooler lid.  Custody seals will be used to preserve the integrity of each sample 
container and cooler from the time the sample is collected until it is opened by the laboratory. 
Two or more custody seals will be signed, dated, and placed on the front and back of the sample 
cooler prior to transport.  Clear tape will be placed over the custody seals to prevent inadvertent 
damage during shipping.  The tape should not allow the seals to be lifted off with the tape and 
reaffixed without breaking the seal.   



2.7 Project Documentation 



2.7.1 Field Logbooks 



The on-site geologist/environmental scientist will use a weather-resistant, bound, survey-type 
field logbook with numbered, non-removable pages to record in black or blue indelible ink all 
field activities including soil sampling, trenching, drilling, etc.  Daily information entered in the 
logbook will include: 



 Dates and times 



 Name and location of the work activities. 



 Weather conditions 



 Personnel, subcontractors and visitors on site 



 Sample locations and methods (including sampling equipment), time of sample 
collection, and sample depths 



 Samples submitted to the laboratory for analyses  



 Sample type (e.g., soil)  



 Name of carrier transporting the sample (e.g., name of laboratory and shipping carrier) 



 Photograph numbers and descriptions (if applicable) 



 Description of decontamination activities (if applicable) 
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 Schematic drawings of sample locations (if not done on field forms)  



 Any deviations from this plan  



 Health & Safety meetings including topics discussed and attendees 



 Accidents including near misses 



 Other relevant observations as the field work progresses 



 Problems and corrective actions 



 Field equipment calibration methods 



 Investigation-Derived Waste 



At the end of each field day, the project field book will be dated and signed by the field person 
that took notes during the day.  If the entire page is not used a line will be drawn through the 
unused portion of the page.  If pages are accidentally skipped, a line will be drawn through the 
entire page. All corrections will be made by drawing a line through the erroneous information 
and initialing the change.  “White-out” or its equivalent will not be used.  



If electronic record-keeping systems are employed, procedures will ensure that:  



 All original entries recorded are sufficiently backed up to avoid loss. 



 A system that preserves both the original record and any changes to the record, inclusive 
of the identification of the individual making the change exists, and will be implemented. 



 An archived record of all data entries will be protected to prevent unauthorized access or 
amendment of the electronic data. 



 Entries will be complete enough to allow for the historical reconstruction of all records.  



 The review of the records will be documented.   



2.7.2 Daily Quality Control Report (DQCR) Form 



DQCRs will be prepared by the FTL each day that fieldwork is performed.  The completed 
DQCRs will summarize daily activities and will include: 



 Dates and times 



 The type of work performed 



 The individuals performing the work 
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 Visitors and equipment on site 



 Quality control activities 



 Health and Safety 



 Problems encountered and corrective actions taken 



 Weather (including temperature, wind and humidity) 



 The report number 



The report number (on the bottom right) will start with number one on the initial report and then 
will be sequential through the duration of the project.   



2.7.3 Soil Boring Logs 



After collecting the required samples for geotechnical analyses the field geologist will make a 
visual description of the soil type and other lithologic or physical characteristics.  Lithologic or 
physical characteristics will include but not be limited to color, grain size, plasticity, density, soil 
moisture, odors, bedding, and other information needed to accurately describe the soil.  Soil 
borings will be logged for fill material type and depth (if any), soil classification, and the 
interface between fill (if any) and native soil material.  As well as providing a visual description 
of the soil, other information that may be entered on the Soil Boring Log Form will include: 



 Boring ID number 



 A sketch of the soil boring location 



 Project name and job number 



 Date drilled and date completed 



 Logged by 



 Total depth of the soil boring 



 Diameter of soil boring 



 Drilling contractor 



 Drilling method 



 Survey information including northing, easting and ground surface elevation 



 Soil boring abandonment procedure 
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 Number of blows to drive sampler (if applicable) 



 Soil sampler type 



 Amount of soil recovered in sampler  



2.7.4 Surveying 



The locations of the soil borings will be surveyed upon completion of the borings as described in 
this section.  The surveyed locations of the borings will be included in the summary report.  It is 
anticipated that the surveying will be completed using a handheld GPS unit.  A detailed 
description of the GPS and other surveying is found in SOP-6. 



All measurements will be referenced to the State Plane Coordinate System, North American 
Datum 1983 and North American Vertical Datum 1988.  Each sampling location will be marked 
with a wooden stake, a wooden lath or pin flag and will have the corresponding sample 
identification number written on the marker.  During surveying, the northing, easting and 
elevation will be stored in the GPS unit and downloaded onto a computer.  In addition, the 
northing, easting and elevation will be recorded a bound field notebook.  The GPS unit will be 
checked daily for accuracy at a control point or benchmark with a known northing, easting and 
elevation.   



In the event that the accuracy of the GPS does not meet the requirements of the FSP, a licensed 
surveyor may be required for increased accuracy.  The surveyor will be licensed in the State of 
Idaho.  Data collected by the surveyor will be provided in an electronic format. 



2.7.5 Soil Classification 



Soil will be described in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) 
and the American Standards Testing Method (ASTM) Standard D 2488 - 90 Standard Practice 
for Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure; ASTM, 1990).  A detailed 
description of soil classification that includes the information listed below is described in detail 
in SOP-8. 



Field observations of soil classification and other observations will be recorded on field sheets 
such as Soil Boring Logs.  Information included on the field forms will include the following, as 
appropriate: 



 Group symbol (GW, GP, GM, GC, SW, SP, SM, SC, ML, CL, OL, MH, CH and OH) 



 USCS name (silty gravel, silty fine sand, poorly graded sand, etc.) 



 Color (Munsell Chart) 
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 Angularity of coarse-grained soil  



 Particle size range and percentage (boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, fines) 



 Plasticity (non-plastic, low, medium, high) 



 Density (for clay, silt and sand) 



 Moisture content (dry, moist, wet) 



 Noticeable odors (if any) 



 Structure (stratified, laminated, fissured) 



 Hardness of coarse particles 



 Cementation (if present) 



 Dry strength (none, low, medium, high, very high) 



 Dilatancy (none, slow, rapid) 



 Toughness (low, medium, high) 



 Minerals (if present) 



 Graphic log of bedding, changes of soil type, fractures, organics such as roots and the 
location of other physical features    



 Reaction with HCl (none, weak, strong). 



2.7.6 Photo Logs 



Photographic records of boring samples and general field activities shall be collected.  
Photographic records may also be taken to back up soil logging activities or to support the 
description of surface and subsurface features.  Photographic records may be acquired using a 
digital camera(s).  A bound field logbook shall be used for recording the photographer’s name, 
subject matter, borehole identification number, interval, and other pertinent information for each 
frame or digital image.  Any wasted frames or images in a roll of film or sequence of digital 
images shall be so noted in the field logbook. 



Photographic records using film will be converted to digital .jpg format.  Digital camera images 
will also be saved in .jpg format.  Copies will be saved onto recordable CD or DVDs and will be 
retained as project records, along with the backup copies of the associated field logbook entries. 
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2.8 Report 



A summary report will be prepared documenting the work performed pursuant to this sampling 
and analysis plan.  The report will include appropriate photographic documentation, the surveyed 
locations of the borings, and testing and/or analytical laboratory results generated during the 
performance of the work. 











Table A-1 
 



Soil Screening Levels and Reporting Limits for Inorganics in Soil 
 



Parameter 
Background* 



(mg/kg) 



Commercial 
Industrial 



Worker  SSL
(mg/kg) 



Construction 
Worker     



SSL 
(mg/kg) 



Utility 
Worker SSL



(mg/kg) 



SSL  
Protective of 



Groundwaterc  
(mg/kg) 



Reporting 
Limit 



(mg/kg) 



Antimony 2.2 454 104 1,360 5 0.2 



Arsenic 7.7 7.7a 14.6 173 7.7d 0.8 



Barium 188 61,700 8,360 109,000 1,600 20 



Beryllium 1 645 61.0 792 63 0.1 



Boron 12.8 223,000 5,210 67,800 450 1  



Cadmium 1.9 860 81.3 1,060 8 0.2  



Chromium 27.5 1,000,000b 551,000 1,000,000b 38 3 



Cobalt 7.6 553 52.2 679 630 0.8 



Copper 12.6 42,000 22,000 286,000 9,400 1 



Fluoride 600 68,100 33,000 430,000 12,000 60 



Lead  29.1 800e 800 e 800 e 800 e 3 



Lithium 16.1 22,700 11,900 155,000 4,200 2 



Manganese 482 23,500 77,100 1,000,000 390 50 



Mercury 0.16 340 464 6,030 2 0.02  



Molybdenum 2.15 5,670 2,750 35,800 81 0.2  



Nickel 15.5 6,450 404 5,250 130 2 



Phosphorus, 
total  



NA 22.7 117 1,000 NA 5 



Phosphorus, 
elemental g 



0 2.3 2.3 2.3 0.00015 0.0005h 



Selenium 1.36 5,670 2,750 35,800 5 0.1  



Silver 1.9 5,670 2,750 35,800 34 0.2 



Thallium 0.27 77.2 374 4,870 .7 0.03  



Vanadium 45.4 7,950 3,500 45,500 6,000 5 



Zinc 52.8 340,000 165,000 1,000,000b  12,000 5 



Note: 
* background from EMF ROD (EPA/541/R-98/034), Table 11 
a default to background since the Site Worker SSL is less than background 
b default to 1E+06 since SSL is greater than 1E+06 
c A dilution-attenuation factor (DAF) of 20 is incorporated into the SSLs protective of groundwater 
d default to background since the SSL protective of groundwater is less than background  
e SSLs for lead are based on the value cited by EPA's Adult Lead Methodology Workgroup as being 
protective at commercial/industrial sites (www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/lead/almfaq.htm) 



f Default to background because insufficient data exist to derive an SSL protective of groundwater for this 
constituent. 



g. Regional Screening Level (RSL) Industrial Soil Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Noncancer Hazard 
Index (HI) = 0.1: Ingestion SL HQ=0.1 (mg/kg); and Regional Screening Level (RSL) Soil to Groundwater 
Supporting Table (TR=1E-6, HQ=0.1) May 2014 - Protection of Groundwater SSL: Risk Based SSL 
(mg/kg).   



h Laboratory Reporting Limit (RL) is 0.0005, laboratory will be requested to report to the method detection 
limit (MDL) of 0.00015 mg/kg. 











μ
0 6 12



Feet
PRELIMINARY



SOIL BORING LOCATIONS



FIGURE A-1
TC VAULT CLOSURE WORK PLAN



3 Aug 2015D:\MWH\FMCidaho\FMC_TC Vault WP\FIGURES\Fig A-1_TC Vault_Preliminary Soil Boring Locations_3Aug2015.mxd DRAWN BY  D. Severson








			Work Plan for Training Center Vault Closure


			Table of Contents


			Section 1. Introduction


			Figure 1-1 TC Vault Sanitary Waste System


			Figure 1-2 FMC OU-Wide: Orthophosphate / Total Phosphorus Concentrations in Shallow 
Groundwater


			Figure 1-3 TC Vault Area: Orthophosphate / Total Phosphorus Concentrations in Shallow
Groundwater


			Section 2. Closure Procedures


			Table 2-1 Expected Wastes and Planned Storage and Disposal


			Section 3. Documentation


			Section 4. References


			Attachment 1


			Attachment 2


			Attachment 3


			Appendix A - Contingent Training Center Vault Subsurface Investigation Sampling and
Analysis Plan















Subject: RE: Analytical Results
 
Kelly:
 
My understanding is that the drums to be trucked off site to a hazardous waste incinerator contain
 sewage sludge mixed with P4 that was removed from the former large-capacity septic system vault. 
 The sludge has not been tested but instead, consistent with the bottom row of Table 2-1 of the
 approved work plan, is being managed as hazardous waste.
 
A copy of the approved work plan is attached.  EPA conducted its review of the draft closure plan,
 and provided comments to FMC, in coordination with the Tribes and IDEQ.
 
EPA’s onsite contractor has been observing the vault closure work, being conducted by FMC
 contractor KW, the past  several weeks, and I was also able to observe some of the work when
 onsite March 16-17.  Daily reports have been provided by EPA’s contractor to you, as the Tribes’
 representative, at the same time those reports are sent to me.
 
Beth and I called you earlier this morning to convey some of this information to you over the
 telephone, and left you a voicemail message.  When you are available please feel free to telephone
 me with any questions. Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:11 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; Woods, Jim
 <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Analytical Results
 
Tribes have requested the analytical data (three different times) for the shipment of waste leaving
 the site today for Ohio. Also requesting copies of all the shipping papers for these drums leaving the
 site. According to Cliff, 78 drums are leaving so there should be 78 samples from each drum
 verifying the content. This material is not homogenous as shown in their own words that north
 portion of the material was hazardous and the south portion was not.
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Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Virginia Monsisco; susanh@ida.net; Michele Benchouk; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Cultural Survey
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 4:40:44 PM


At this time, BAH has a professional archaeologist reviewing information to determine what work
 needs to be accomplished, and on what schedule that might be achievable.  Once I learn more I will
 plan to call you.  In the meantime, please feel free to telephone me with any questions you might
 have about this or other FMC OU topics.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:46 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net
Subject: Cultural Survey
 
Jonathan as discussed yesterday, you said that the person performing this work must be a
 “Professional”.  What is the status of the Booze Allen employee are they able to perform this work. I
 also must let you know that our Cultural Department will be escorting him during this time.
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: Boyd, Andrew; Grandinetti, Cami; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 3:37:18 PM


I would like to discuss before responding to this information.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 2:46 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: FW: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
 
Jonathan, attached is the dates that our cultural folks are available.
 
 


From: Shannon Leigh Ansley 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Carolyn Smith
 <csmith@sbtribes.com>; LaRae Bill <lbill@sbtribes.com>; Yvette Tuell <ytuell@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
 
Kelly,
I just spoke with LaRae Bill and Carolyn Smith-Boyer in our Cultural Department and they said they
 can do, and would prefer to do, the cultural survey needed for the borrow area near FMC.
 
I will let you and Jonathan take this from here.  LaRae said that she is on travel next week and her
 soonest availability to conduct the survey is May 3-6.  However, you should contact her asap to get
 the details worked out (project description, acreage needing surveying, maps, photos, etc) and let
 Jonathan know that the Tribes want to do the work within the needed time frame.  He is waiting to
 hear from me/you.
 
Shannon
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Shannon Ansley, P.G.
Environmental Scientist
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Environmental Waste Management Program
Pima Drive
P. O. Box 306
Fort Hall, Idaho  83203
Phone:  (208) 236-1060
Email:  sansley@sbtribes.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 4:08:20 PM


Thanks for the info. I just left you a brief voicemail, and would like to visit about next steps when
 you’re available. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 2:46 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: FW: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
 
Jonathan, attached is the dates that our cultural folks are available.
 
 


From: Shannon Leigh Ansley 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 3:44 PM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Carolyn Smith
 <csmith@sbtribes.com>; LaRae Bill <lbill@sbtribes.com>; Yvette Tuell <ytuell@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Cultural survey for FMC borrow area - new information
 
Kelly,
I just spoke with LaRae Bill and Carolyn Smith-Boyer in our Cultural Department and they said they
 can do, and would prefer to do, the cultural survey needed for the borrow area near FMC.
 
I will let you and Jonathan take this from here.  LaRae said that she is on travel next week and her
 soonest availability to conduct the survey is May 3-6.  However, you should contact her asap to get
 the details worked out (project description, acreage needing surveying, maps, photos, etc) and let
 Jonathan know that the Tribes want to do the work within the needed time frame.  He is waiting to
 hear from me/you.
 
Shannon
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Shannon Ansley, P.G.
Environmental Scientist
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Environmental Waste Management Program
Pima Drive
P. O. Box 306
Fort Hall, Idaho  83203
Phone:  (208) 236-1060
Email:  sansley@sbtribes.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 11:09:32 AM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:42 AM
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>;
 susanh@ida.net; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Michele
 Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; 
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>; Virginia Monsisco
 <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Jonathan, the Tribes do have comments that were provided earlier but you requested these put into
 another format . It this point, the Tribes’ Cooperative Agreement is lacking resources for the task
 associated with documentation, we are awaiting your approval for our earlier request for additional
 resources. Once this approval is received, we can complete this request.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 9:05 AM
To: Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 benchouk_michele@bah.com;
Cc: McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov
Subject: RE: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Jonathan,
I have no edits or additions to the draft comments. Good job.
 
Thanks,


(b)(6)


(b) (6)
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Scott


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 6:20 PM
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Douglas Tanner; Michele Benchouk;
 'Terrell and Richard POETON'
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Attached are draft EPA comments on the soil remedy PSVP resubmitted by FMC April 19, 2016. 
 Please review and provide any suggested edits or additions to the attached Word document. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
To: Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov;


 Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Michele Benchouk; 
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:05:36 AM


Jonathan,
I have no edits or additions to the draft comments. Good job.
 
Thanks,
Scott


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 6:20 PM
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Douglas Tanner; Michele Benchouk;
 '
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Attached are draft EPA comments on the soil remedy PSVP resubmitted by FMC April 19, 2016. 
 Please review and provide any suggested edits or additions to the attached Word document. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


(b)(6)
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Documents re FMC Pocatello facility land ownership - FMC
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 11:11:25 AM


FYI.  I’ll call you in a few minutes.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Boyd, Andrew 
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 9:13 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>;
 Ingemansen, Dean <Ingemansen.Dean@epa.gov>; Connery, Shannon <Connery.Shannon@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Documents re FMC Pocatello facility land ownership - FMC
 
 
 


From: David Heineck [mailto:davidh@SummitLaw.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 9:55 AM
To: Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: Documents re FMC Pocatello facility land ownership
 


Andy:
 
FYI.  I’ll give you a call shortly to discuss these property ownership records.
 


David Heineck · Partner
  Direct:  206.676.7030
  Mobile: 206.940.7030
  davidh@SummitLaw.com


315 5th Ave S Suite 1000
Seattle, Washington 98104
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Files attached to this message


Filename Size Checksum (SHA1)


SHRA History of FMC
 Lands.pdf


1.95
 MB 1bd5a311b8d54b3a737357027d5c158a275d08dc


Master Appendix 1 West
 Side Parcels.pdf


485
 KB bd04fef5c1661218ab95ecb61b7ca32be823bc05


Fig 1_FMC_Moving
 Target Range.pdf


2.08
 MB d84c22a736699b2b00f187faca1bffcdfeed4231


Fig 2_FMC_Land
 Ownership C. 1943 in
 Subject Area.pdf


1.92
 MB ff43c1ea5646539a1600e83c5ca7772be1474c9b


Please click on the following link to download the attachments:
 https://files.summitlaw.com/message/Irk4TSnPgk1FCDGIAKniSL


This email or download link can be forwarded to anyone.


The attachments are available until: Friday, 29 April.


Message ID: Irk4TSnP


-------------------------- Summit Law Group ------------------------- 
The information contained in this e-mail message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the
 intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you think that you have received this e-mail message
 in error, please e-mail the sender at the above e-mail address.



https://files.summitlaw.com/message/Irk4TSnPgk1FCDGIAKniSL






From: Kelly Wright
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov;


 Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Michele Benchouk; 
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: RE: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:42:35 AM


Jonathan, the Tribes do have comments that were provided earlier but you requested these put into
 another format . It this point, the Tribes’ Cooperative Agreement is lacking resources for the task
 associated with documentation, we are awaiting your approval for our earlier request for additional
 resources. Once this approval is received, we can complete this request.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 9:05 AM
To: Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 benchouk_michele@bah.com; 
Cc: McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov
Subject: RE: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Jonathan,
I have no edits or additions to the draft comments. Good job.
 
Thanks,
Scott


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 6:20 PM
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Douglas Tanner; Michele Benchouk;
 'Terrell and Richard POETON'
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: DRAFT EPA comments on resubmitted soil remedy PSVP
 
Attached are draft EPA comments on the soil remedy PSVP resubmitted by FMC April 19, 2016. 
 Please review and provide any suggested edits or additions to the attached Word document. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
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Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC Daily Summary 4/22/2016
Date: Friday, April 22, 2016 4:55:23 PM


FYI.  Kelly was able to be onsite part of today.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Tim Norman [mailto:Tim.Norman@akana.us] 
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 4:10 PM
To: Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; Hodge, Frances [USA]
 (hodge_frances@bah.com) <hodge_frances@bah.com>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Bill
 Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Valdez, Heather
 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC Daily Summary 4/22/2016
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Today I was onsite at the FMC Pocatello site observing the remediation work and repairs to
 a stand pipe in RCRA pond 15S.  Envirocon continued work in RA-G North with
 excavation, grading, and also had additional subcontractors onsite to continue with
 construction of the structure foundations by building the rebar foundation superstructure.
 Envirocon had water trucks actively working to implement dust control BMPs in the active
 areas of RA-G North redevelopment areas, and on other active roads on the northern end
 of the site. In the late morning the wind increased to sustained speeds over 25 mph and
 then dropping back to the upper teens sustained.  It was observed that Envirocon and its
 contractors work at a slower pace and actively implemented dust control BMPs all of
 which proved effective for reaching the goal of zero visible dust in these challenging
 conditions.
 
It was observed that there was no irrigating in the western acreage of the Western
 Undeveloped Area (WUA) due to pump malfunctions and concerns for over saturation. It
 was also observed that at maintenance crew continued work on the haul trucks in the
 northeastern areas of the WUA.
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Kelly Wright (SB Tribes) was onsite from 0845-0930, during this time he and I observed the
 excavation and uncovering of anchor trench in RCRA Pond 15S by KW.  We also toured
 the WUA area to look at the irrigation equipment and to look for the test pits of the cobble
 materials proposed source zone.
 
In the late morning and throughout the afternoon KW and its liner contractor Comanco
 worked to replace the 4 layers of the liner around the newly installed vertical stand pipe
 and also in the areas of the anchor trench that has been thermally damaged. 
 
I will be onsite tomorrow for a few hours Saturday morning to conduct oversite of KW’s
 work backfilling the areas excavated in the replacement of the stand pipe.  Feel free to give
 me a call or let me know if you have any questions about today’s work or if you are
 interested in coming to the site to assist in oversite activities.
 
 
Tim Norman
Environmental Scientist
 


Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR  97222
 


Office: (503) 652-9090   
Direct: (503) 205-6923   
Mobile: (971) 270-7937
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Bozic, James
Cc: Michele Benchouk; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Disk Pick-up
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 10:17:55 AM


Yes, I recently received (in hard copy with attached CD) the Interim CERCLA 2015 Groundwater
 Monitoring Report for the FMC OU of the Eastern Michaud Flats site.  Could you stop by at 10:30 am
 today?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Bozic, James 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 9:54 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Disk Pick-up
 
Hello Jonathan
 
I have been notified that there is a Draft FMC GW monitoring report, which needs to be transferred
 to Michele and Sriram for review. Please let me know a convenient time and I will come by to pick it
 up and transfer the files.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.
 
Thank you


Regards
 
James
 
Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


720 Olive Way, Suite 1250
Seattle, WA 98101
206.553.1938 (office)
206.422.1860 (mobile)
bozic_james@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC OM & M manual
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 10:19:34 AM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 7:13 AM
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC OM & M manual
 
Scott,
 
I have a few comments on the OM&M for FMC.
 


·        Section 3.1.1 Bullet 2, on page 3-2:  Specify the intensity of the seismic event that would
 trigger contingent inspection.


·        Section 3.1.1.1 Bullet 2, on page 3-3:  The measuring procedure specifies recording the
 number of plants in a plot.  This should be changed to observing the amount of the plot that
 is covered by vegetation in a percentage or fractional basis.  The number of plants is not a
 good indicator since soil coverage by vegetation cannot be directly correlated to the
 number of plants in a given plot.


 
If you have any questions regarding my comments feel free to give me a call.
 
Best Regards,
 
 
Wayne W. Crowther, P.E., CPESC
Senior Regional Engineer
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Pocatello Regional Office
444 Hospital Way Suite#300
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
(208) 236-6160
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There are problems with everything and nothing is yet perfect, but that should not be cause to bemoan, that should
 be cause to achieve.


-Chris Hadfield
 
 
The only way forward, if we are going to improve the quality of the environment, is to get everybody involved.”  -
Richard Rogers
 








From: Bozic, James
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Michele Benchouk; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Disk Pick-up
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 10:26:26 AM


Hello Jonathan
 
Will do, and I will see you shortly!
 
Regards


James
 
Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


720 Olive Way, Suite 1250
Seattle, WA 98101
206.553.1938 (office)
206.422.1860 (mobile)
bozic_james@bah.com
 
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 10:18 AM
To: Bozic, James <Bozic.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]
 <madabhushi_sriram@bah.com>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Disk Pick-up
 
Yes, I recently received (in hard copy with attached CD) the Interim CERCLA 2015 Groundwater
 Monitoring Report for the FMC OU of the Eastern Michaud Flats site.  Could you stop by at 10:30 am
 today?
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Bozic, James 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 9:54 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Disk Pick-up
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Hello Jonathan
 
I have been notified that there is a Draft FMC GW monitoring report, which needs to be transferred
 to Michele and Sriram for review. Please let me know a convenient time and I will come by to pick it
 up and transfer the files.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.
 
Thank you


Regards
 
James
 
Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


720 Olive Way, Suite 1250
Seattle, WA 98101
206.553.1938 (office)
206.422.1860 (mobile)
bozic_james@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC OU OMMP Comments March 25 2016 revision
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:45:17 PM
Attachments: DRAFT DEQ Cmmnts OMMP revised 3.25.16.docx


Attached are IDEQ comments from Scott.  Others may be coming from Wayne soon. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 10:00 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: FMC OU OMMP Comments March 25 2016 revision
 
Jonathan,
My comments on the March 25, 2016 revisions of the FMC OU OM&M Plan
 are attached. Let me know if you have any question.   
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Environmental Hydrogeologist
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton
Boise ID 83706
ph: (208) 373-0502
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DRAFT ***April 4, 2016 *** DRAFT





DEQ COMMENTS





Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan


Resubmitted March 25, 2016





Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) for Remedial Design and Remedial Action


EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116





FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site, Pocatello, ID





Specific Comments on Revised Text


1. Section 3.1.1, second paragraph, bullet No. 2, page 3-2: Change inserted text to read; ...controls within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of contingent inspections may be reduced to within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 


2. Section 3.1.1.3, second paragraph, Inspections, page 3-5: Change the first two sentences to read; Each ET cap surface will be visually inspected (1) quarterly and (2) within 48 hours after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of stormwater inspections may be reduced to (1) semi-annually and (2) within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 


3. Section 3.2.1, second paragraph, bullet No. 2, page 3-14: Change text to read: Contingent inspection for signs of stormwater erosion/damage to the cap, stormwater and diversion controls will be implemented within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years following cap construction (expected time to establish vegetation) and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of contingent stormwater inspections may be reduced to within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.


4. Section 3.2.1.1, first paragraph, page 3-15: Clarify how the number of acres per soil depth indicator was derived. 


5. Section 3.2.1.1, second paragraph, page 3-15: Change the first sentence to read; The surface of the gamma cap and the RA-G gamma cap equivalent features will be visually inspected quarterly to identify areas of noticeable soil or subsurface fill material loss and, where demarcation fabric is installed (access road, parking and laydown areas), areas where demarcation fabric is exposed. After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of visual inspections may be reduced to semi-annually.


6. Section 3.2.1.1, third paragraph, page 3-15: Change the first two sentences to read; Soil depth on each gamma cap surface will be measured quarterly and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.  After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of stormwater inspections may be reduced to semi-annually and within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.


7. Section 3.2.1.2, second paragraph, page 3-16: Change the first sentence to read: The surface of the gamma cap at each RA and the surface of the RA-G gamma cap equivalent features (access road, parking and laydown areas) will be visually inspected (1) quarterly and (2) after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.  After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of inspections may be reduced to (1) semi-annually and (2) within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.


8. Section 3.2.1.3, second paragraph, page 3-18: Change the first sentence to read: Each gamma cap surface will be visually inspected quarterly. After the first two years following cap construction completion and upon receiving EPA written approval, visual inspections may be reduced to semi-annually.


9. Section 3.3.1, first full paragraph, bullet No. 2, page 3-21: Change text to read; Contingent monitoring for signs of erosion/damage to stormwater runoff management infrastructure will be implemented within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event (1.1 inches in a 24-hour period; NOAA, 1973). After the initial two years following cap construction (expected time to establish vegetation) and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of contingent monitoring may be reduced to within 48 hours after each seismic event and after each 25-year, 24-hour (2.1 inches in a 24-hour period; NOAA, 1973) or greater storm event. 


10. Section 3.3.2, second paragraph, page 3-21: Change the first sentence to read; Each component of the site-wide stormwater management system (diversion, retention, and drainage structures) will be visually inspected quarterly and within 48 hours after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the initial two years following cap construction and upon receiving EPA written approval, the frequency of stormwater inspections may be reduced to semi-annually and to within 48 hours after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. 


11. Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4: Change the row heading 2-Year, 24-Hour Storm for First 2 Years and then 25-Year, 24-Hour Storm, Seismic Event Inspections to read: 2-Year, 24-Hour Storm; 25-Year, 24- Hour Storm; Seismic Event Inspections". Include an explanation in the table notes that reads: Inspections will be performed after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the first two years and with EPA written approval, inspection frequency may be reduced to after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.


12. [bookmark: _GoBack]Table 3.3, note 7: Change to read; Inspections will be performed after each 2-year, 24-hour or greater storm event. After the first two years and with EPA written approval inspection frequency may be reduced to after each 25-year, 24-hour or greater storm event.







From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC heads up
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:18:55 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:34 AM
To: Skadowski, Suzanne <Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov>; MacIntyre, Mark
 <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>; Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Holsman, Marianne
 <Holsman.Marianne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
Yes.  I discussed this with Mark McIntyre last Friday, April 15.  I believe that he’s well versed on the
 facts.  I was not contacted by any reporters about the SBT press release.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Skadowski, Suzanne 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:28 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>; Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Holsman, Marianne
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 <Holsman.Marianne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
We had a media inquiry from Idaho State Journal on this late last Thursday (when the tribe issued
 their press release -- attached) that Mark was handling….
 
Suzanne Skadowski
Public Affairs Specialist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10 Pacific Northwest | Seattle
Desk: 206-553-2160  Cell: 206-900-3309
 


From: Morrison, Kay 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:15 AM
To: sskinner  MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Skadowski,
 Suzanne <Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
Thanks for the update Sue!
 
_____________________________________
Kay Morrison
206-553-8321
 


From: sskinner
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:13 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz, James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather
 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC heads up
 
As a Heads UP-- FMC on front page of ISJ newspaper yesterday regarding the RCRA disposal issue
 (Tribes issued a press release last week and on TV Friday)    (my understanding of the issue is that
 bungs were off of several drums (so they would not bulge) awaiting shipment to an incinerator
 facility.)    Might be RCRA violation??   Heather Valdez and Greg Weigel are coming out this week
 and may walk into this issue.   Paul Yokum rebutted allegations in the ISJ.
 
best,
Sue
 


(b) (6)


(b) (6)



mailto:Holsman.Marianne@epa.gov

mailto:Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov

mailto:Weigel.Greg@epa.gov

mailto:Valdez.Heather@epa.gov

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov

mailto:Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov

mailto:Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov

mailto:Werntz.James@epa.gov

mailto:morrison.kay@epa.gov

mailto:Weigel.Greg@epa.gov

mailto:Valdez.Heather@epa.gov

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov










From: Kelly Wright
To: Williams, Jonathan; Carolyn Smith; LaRae Bill; Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner; Michele Benchouk; "


  McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
Date: Friday, April 22, 2016 9:49:53 AM
Attachments: image002.png


Jonathan based on the Tribal Cultural Department this sort of activities should not be allowed until
 after the survey is complete.  Even though an area may have been previously disturbed by
 agricultural practices, this only impacts the first eighteen inches where burials if any are generally
 deeper than that.  Our staff is available the first week of May as stated.
 
In accordance with my Policy Makers request, this must be done in writing and followed up with a
 conference call.  They want a survey completed on all 90 acres. 
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 5:47 PM
To: Rachel Greengas <Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; 
  Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Tim Norman
 <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>; Christina Kaba
 <Christina.Kaba@fmc.com>; Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-
grading
 
Rachel:
 
EPA has reviewed this request, and approves the two remedial action construction tasks described
 below.  Please contact me if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Rachel Greengas [mailto:Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:59 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; 
 ; Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Tim Norman
 <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>; Rob Hartman
 <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>; Christina Kaba <Christina.Kaba@fmc.com>
Subject: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
 
Jonathan-
 
In light of the recent developments with the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA), and as discussed in
 Progress Meeting No. 1, there is a limited amount of construction work remaining for Envirocon to
 complete at the RA-G North Redevelopment.  EPA has not yet approved commencement of the 2016
 capping phase, apart from soil pre-conditioning. If Envirocon cannot progress with work on the Site, FMC
 will have to consider demobilization  To avoid this, we have been working on identifying capping
 construction tasks that do not involve activities in the WUA.  Below is a brief description of two such
 tasks that we have identified and are seeking EPA approval:
 


1.     Excavation of Stormwater Conveyance Channels to Subgrade


FMC would like Envirocon to proceed with excavation to subgrade of the earthen stormwater channels on
 the FMC OU (i.e., channels in areas where gamma caps will be installed starting with Channel 3-4 and
 moving west and south.  Detailed updates on proposed sequence will be provided in the weekly progress
 meeting. In connection with this excavation work, KW will be on call to respond to any encountered
 Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs) per the Emergency Response Plan. This task was
 originally scheduled to begin prior to and in tandem with the 2016 capping work.  It can be undertaken
 without requiring excavation work in the WUA.
 
The channels will be excavated to subgrade as per the S-69 Detail, provided to EPA on March 7, 2016 in
 the RDR submittal, and in accordance with the procedures outline in the Envirocon Contractor
 Construction Plan, Appendix A-1 to the RAWP.  FMC understands that EPA has not formally approved
 the RAWP, however , comments received from EPA on the Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) have
 not raised any issues with stormwater channel design and construction.  Pending EPA approval to
 proceed with WUA excavation, this task would be limited to excavation work and would not involve the
 installation of gamma caps over the stormwater channel subgrade. 
 


2.     Grading of the Don Substation Area and Northern Portion of RA-F


FMC would also like Envirocon to proceed with re- grading the Don Substation slopes to achieve the
 subgrade.  Like the stormwater conveyance channel work, this activity can be performed without
 requiring excavation work in the WUA and will not involve installation of gamma caps
 
As stated above, FMC understands that EPA has not approved the Envirocon Contractor Construction
 Plans provided as Appendices A-2 and B-2 to the RAWP.  However, the work proposed in this email has
 not been the subject of EPA comments on the Final RDR. 
 
Please let me know as soon as possible whether EPA approves this request to commence these two
 tasks.
 
Regards,


Rachel
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Rachel Greengas, PE
Remediation Manager
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
P: 215-299-6550
C: 215-514-7195
E:  rachel.greengas@fmc.com
 


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (rachel.greengas@fmc.com) or by telephone and
 delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
 
 
 


 



mailto:rachel.greengas@fmc.com

mailto:shawn.tollin@fmc.com










From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Rachel Greengas
Cc: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner; Michele Benchouk;


  Cliff Merrill; Tim Norman; Rob Hartman; Christina Kaba; Marguerite Carpenter;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
Date: Thursday, April 21, 2016 4:47:17 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Rachel:
 
EPA has reviewed this request, and approves the two remedial action construction tasks described
 below.  Please contact me if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rachel Greengas [mailto:Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:59 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; '
  Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Tim Norman
 <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>; Rob Hartman
 <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>; Christina Kaba <Christina.Kaba@fmc.com>
Subject: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
 
Jonathan-
 
In light of the recent developments with the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA), and as discussed in
 Progress Meeting No. 1, there is a limited amount of construction work remaining for Envirocon to
 complete at the RA-G North Redevelopment.  EPA has not yet approved commencement of the 2016
 capping phase, apart from soil pre-conditioning. If Envirocon cannot progress with work on the Site, FMC
 will have to consider demobilization  To avoid this, we have been working on identifying capping
 construction tasks that do not involve activities in the WUA.  Below is a brief description of two such
 tasks that we have identified and are seeking EPA approval:
 


1.      Excavation of Stormwater Conveyance Channels to Subgrade


FMC would like Envirocon to proceed with excavation to subgrade of the earthen stormwater channels on
 the FMC OU (i.e., channels in areas where gamma caps will be installed starting with Channel 3-4 and
 moving west and south.  Detailed updates on proposed sequence will be provided in the weekly progress
 meeting. In connection with this excavation work, KW will be on call to respond to any encountered
 Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs) per the Emergency Response Plan. This task was
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 originally scheduled to begin prior to and in tandem with the 2016 capping work.  It can be undertaken
 without requiring excavation work in the WUA.
 
The channels will be excavated to subgrade as per the S-69 Detail, provided to EPA on March 7, 2016 in
 the RDR submittal, and in accordance with the procedures outline in the Envirocon Contractor
 Construction Plan, Appendix A-1 to the RAWP.  FMC understands that EPA has not formally approved
 the RAWP, however , comments received from EPA on the Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) have
 not raised any issues with stormwater channel design and construction.  Pending EPA approval to
 proceed with WUA excavation, this task would be limited to excavation work and would not involve the
 installation of gamma caps over the stormwater channel subgrade. 
 


2.      Grading of the Don Substation Area and Northern Portion of RA-F


FMC would also like Envirocon to proceed with re- grading the Don Substation slopes to achieve the
 subgrade.  Like the stormwater conveyance channel work, this activity can be performed without
 requiring excavation work in the WUA and will not involve installation of gamma caps
 
As stated above, FMC understands that EPA has not approved the Envirocon Contractor Construction
 Plans provided as Appendices A-2 and B-2 to the RAWP.  However, the work proposed in this email has
 not been the subject of EPA comments on the Final RDR. 
 
Please let me know as soon as possible whether EPA approves this request to commence these two
 tasks.
 
Regards,


Rachel
 
Rachel Greengas, PE
Remediation Manager
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
P: 215-299-6550
C: 215-514-7195
E:  rachel.greengas@fmc.com
 


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (rachel.greengas@fmc.com) or by telephone and
 delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC heads up
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:20:54 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 11:06 AM
To: 'sskinner' 
Cc: Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather
 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Werntz, James
 <Werntz.James@epa.gov>; MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
Sue:
 
I reviewed the SBT press release last Friday, April 15, and discussed it with Mark McIntyre.  I also
 received the ISJ article published yesterday from EPA’s onsite inspector, reviewed it this morning,
 have forwarded it to Mark and others, and spoke with Mark about yesterday’s ISJ article.
 
Please call me when you have a chance to discuss.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: sskinner  
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:13 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz, James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather
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 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC heads up
 
As a Heads UP-- FMC on front page of ISJ newspaper yesterday regarding the RCRA disposal issue
 (Tribes issued a press release last week and on TV Friday)    (my understanding of the issue is that
 bungs were off of several drums (so they would not bulge) awaiting shipment to an incinerator
 facility.)    Might be RCRA violation??   Heather Valdez and Greg Weigel are coming out this week
 and may walk into this issue.   Paul Yokum rebutted allegations in the ISJ.
 
best,
Sue
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; Carolyn Smith; LaRae Bill; Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner; Michele Benchouk; 


  McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
Date: Friday, April 22, 2016 10:40:58 AM
Attachments: image002.png


These two EPA-approved remedial action construction tasks are outside of the WUA.  I believe that’s
 clearly stated in the FMC e-mail request.  Please call so that we can discuss this and any other
 concerns you might have.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 9:50 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Carolyn Smith <csmith@sbtribes.com>;
 LaRae Bill <lbill@sbtribes.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov;
 Doug Tanner <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk
 <benchouk_michele@bah.com>;  McDonnell,
 Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-
grading
 
Jonathan based on the Tribal Cultural Department this sort of activities should not be allowed until
 after the survey is complete.  Even though an area may have been previously disturbed by
 agricultural practices, this only impacts the first eighteen inches where burials if any are generally
 deeper than that.  Our staff is available the first week of May as stated.
 
In accordance with my Policy Makers request, this must be done in writing and followed up with a
 conference call.  They want a survey completed on all 90 acres. 
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 5:47 PM
To: Rachel Greengas <Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com>
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Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; 
 ; Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Tim Norman
 <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; Rob Hartman <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>; Christina Kaba
 <Christina.Kaba@fmc.com>; Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-
grading
 
Rachel:
 
EPA has reviewed this request, and approves the two remedial action construction tasks described
 below.  Please contact me if you have any questions.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Rachel Greengas [mailto:Rachel.Greengas@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 6:59 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller
 <scott.miller@deq.idaho.gov>; Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Doug Tanner
 <Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov>; Michele Benchouk <benchouk_michele@bah.com>; 
 ; Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>; Tim Norman
 <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>; Rob Hartman
 <Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com>; Christina Kaba <Christina.Kaba@fmc.com>
Subject: FMC Request to Construct Earthen Stormwater Channels and Don Substation Re-grading
 
Jonathan-
 
In light of the recent developments with the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA), and as discussed in
 Progress Meeting No. 1, there is a limited amount of construction work remaining for Envirocon to
 complete at the RA-G North Redevelopment.  EPA has not yet approved commencement of the 2016
 capping phase, apart from soil pre-conditioning. If Envirocon cannot progress with work on the Site, FMC
 will have to consider demobilization  To avoid this, we have been working on identifying capping
 construction tasks that do not involve activities in the WUA.  Below is a brief description of two such
 tasks that we have identified and are seeking EPA approval:
 


1.      Excavation of Stormwater Conveyance Channels to Subgrade


FMC would like Envirocon to proceed with excavation to subgrade of the earthen stormwater channels on
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 the FMC OU (i.e., channels in areas where gamma caps will be installed starting with Channel 3-4 and
 moving west and south.  Detailed updates on proposed sequence will be provided in the weekly progress
 meeting. In connection with this excavation work, KW will be on call to respond to any encountered
 Undocumented Subgrade Conditions (USCs) per the Emergency Response Plan. This task was
 originally scheduled to begin prior to and in tandem with the 2016 capping work.  It can be undertaken
 without requiring excavation work in the WUA.
 
The channels will be excavated to subgrade as per the S-69 Detail, provided to EPA on March 7, 2016 in
 the RDR submittal, and in accordance with the procedures outline in the Envirocon Contractor
 Construction Plan, Appendix A-1 to the RAWP.  FMC understands that EPA has not formally approved
 the RAWP, however , comments received from EPA on the Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) have
 not raised any issues with stormwater channel design and construction.  Pending EPA approval to
 proceed with WUA excavation, this task would be limited to excavation work and would not involve the
 installation of gamma caps over the stormwater channel subgrade. 
 


2.      Grading of the Don Substation Area and Northern Portion of RA-F


FMC would also like Envirocon to proceed with re- grading the Don Substation slopes to achieve the
 subgrade.  Like the stormwater conveyance channel work, this activity can be performed without
 requiring excavation work in the WUA and will not involve installation of gamma caps
 
As stated above, FMC understands that EPA has not approved the Envirocon Contractor Construction
 Plans provided as Appendices A-2 and B-2 to the RAWP.  However, the work proposed in this email has
 not been the subject of EPA comments on the Final RDR. 
 
Please let me know as soon as possible whether EPA approves this request to commence these two
 tasks.
 
Regards,


Rachel
 
Rachel Greengas, PE
Remediation Manager
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
P: 215-299-6550
C: 215-514-7195
E:  rachel.greengas@fmc.com
 


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transmit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (rachel.greengas@fmc.com) or by telephone and
 delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-Bannock Tribes


 Weigh in
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 4:48:43 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Lizanne Davis [mailto:Lizanne.Davis@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 1:38 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>;
 Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Thank you Jonathan.  I understand Kelly Wright and Lee Juan Tyler are now at the front entrance
 filming a segment for KDIK news.  Attached is the Standby Statement FMC has prepared in the event
 we are contacted.
 
Lizanne H. Davis
Director, Government Affairs
FMC Corporation
 
202.956.5211 (Office), 202.412.1055 (Cell)
202.956.5235 (Fax)
 
lizanne.davis@fmc.com
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 3:20 PM
To: Lizanne Davis
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; MacIntyre, Mark; Grandinetti, Cami
Subject: RE: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Thanks.  EPA received the press release last yesterday afternoon.  I’ve spoken with Mark and Cami
 about it.
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Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Lizanne Davis [mailto:Lizanne.Davis@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 11:14 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Dear Jonathan, Beth and Mark,
We just became aware the Shoshone Bannock Tribes issued the release attached/below yesterday. 
 We received a call from the Idaho State Journal today asking for comment.  I am working on the
 comment and will share with you when complete.  The release is online
 http://nativenewsonline.net/currents/phospine-gas-releases-fort-hall-indian-reservation-go-
unnoticed-epa/as well as Twitter.
Best,
Liz
 
Lizanne H. Davis
Director, Government Affairs
FMC Corporation
 
202.956.5211 (Office), 202.412.1055 (Cell)
202.956.5235 (Fax)
 
lizanne.davis@fmc.com
 


From: Randy'L Teton <rteton@sbtribes.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 5:41 PM
To: Randy'L Teton
Subject: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
 
April 14,  2016
 
Contact: 
 
Ms. Randy’L Teton
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Public Affairs Manager
rteton@sbtribes.com
T: (208) 478-3818
 


MEDIA RELEASE
 


PHOSPHINE GAS RELEASES AT FMC GO UNNOTICED BY EPA
 
Fort Hall, Idaho- The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes continue their work to ensure
 Tribal members and residents living on the Fort Hall Reservation are protected
 from unnecessary environmental exposures. 
 
The Tribes are not pleased with EPA due to a recent visit. On March 16, 2016 a
 EPA representative came onto the Fort Hall Reservation to inspect work at the
 now defunct FMC site.  EPA staff from Seattle and their oversight Contractor
 toured the site and inspected the storage of over hundred 55-gallon drums
 filled with hazardous waste waiting to be shipped off site for incineration. The
 following day, Tribal representatives discovered that the drums were left open,
 releasing toxic Phosphine gas into the environment within Reservation
 boundaries.  The Tribes notified EPA immediately and requested the drums to
 be closed and air analyzed for Phosphine gas.
 
According to a Tribal representative, EPA had seen the drums on March 16 but
 failed to notice that the drums were open and venting.  Therefore, EPA was
 allowing FMC to release Phosphine gas onto the Reservation for an unknown
 number of days.  Workers at the site indicated that they had been directed to
 open the drums to prevent bulging as a result of gas generation from waste in
 the drums. 
 
When the Tribes requested drum closure and gas analysis, EPA allowed FMC to
 conduct this analysis after interior gases in the drums had been released or
 vented, not allowing a buildup of gases within the drums prior to sampling. 
 This action resulted in unrepresentative and inaccurate readings of generated
 gases.  However, Phosphine gas readings at the drums after venting were well
 over the Permissible Exposure Limit of 0.3 parts per million (ppm).  The gas
 readings after venting ranged from 0.37 ppm to over 2.0 ppm.
 
FMC cleaned out a Septic System Vault that had been used for wastewater
 disposal, including laboratory waste that contained elemental phosphorous.
 110 55-gallon drums were filled with the sludge material. Of the 110 drums,
 107 drums had chemically reactive material inside and were actively
 generating Phosphine gas.
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Phosphine is a colorless, flammable, and toxic gas with the odor of garlic or
 decaying fish, can ignite spontaneously on contact with air. Inhalation is the
 major route of Phosphine exposure and toxicity, however detecting an odor is
 an inadequate indicator of the presence of Phosphine gas at hazardous
 concentrations. Phosphine is heavier than air and may spread to low lying
 areas.
 
According to the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and
 the Centers for Disease Control Website, the OSHA PEL (permissible exposure
 limit) for Phosphine gas is 0.3 ppm (averaged over an 8-hour work shift).  The
 National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) states exposure
 to Phosphine at 50 ppm is IDLH (immediately dangerous to life or health) and
 the ERPG-2 (Emergency Response Planning Guideline) (maximum airborne
 concentration below which it is believed nearly all individuals could be exposed
 for up to 1 hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or other
 serious adverse health effects or symptoms that could impair an individual’s
 ability to take protective action) is 0.5 ppm.  
 
According to EPA’s Air Toxics website, Phosphine gas may have the following
 acute and chronic effects.  Acute inhalation exposure to Phosphine can result
 in respiratory, neurological, and gastrointestinal effects.  Symptoms may
 include headaches, dizziness, fatigue, drowsiness, burning substernal pain,
 nausea, vomiting, gastrointestinal distress, cough with fluorescent green
 sputum, labored breathing, chest tightness, pulmonary irritation, pulmonary
 edema, and tremors in humans.  Convulsions may ensue after an apparent
 recovery. Numbness and tingling in the fingers were reported in workers after
 touching Phosphine tablets.  In rabbits acutely exposed to high levels of
 Phosphine via inhalation, dyspnea, paralysis, convulsions, effects to the liver,
 kidneys, and spleen have been reported.  Acute animal tests in rats have
 demonstrated Phosphine to have extreme acute toxicity via inhalation.
 
Chronic occupational exposure of workers to Phosphine may cause
 inflammation of the nasal cavity and throat, weakness, dizziness, nausea,
 gastrointestinal, cardio respiratory, and central nervous system
 symptomology, jaundice, liver effects, and increased bone density.
 
FMC continues to display disregard for human health and the environment.  To
 purposely open drums and allow them to vent toxic Phosphine gas into the air
 on the Fort Hall Reservation is unacceptable.  Equally disturbing is the failure,
 by EPA and their oversight Contractor, to recognize the violation of hazardous
 waste regulations and to act on it.  The Tribes will continue to provide much
 needed oversight of activities at the FMC site.
 
For more information contact Kelly Wright, Environmental Waste Management
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 Program Manager at 208-236-1049.


###
 
 


 
Randy'L Teton (Shoshone-Bannock)
Public Affairs Manager
POB 306 Pima Drive
Fort Hall, ID 83203
Phone: 208-478-3818
Cell: 208-589-8595
rteton@sbtribes.com
 
www.sbtribes.com
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Standby Statement 
April 15, 2016 



 



FMC has reviewed the Shoshone Bannock Tribes Press Release regarding the drumming of sanitary 
sewage solids from the Training  Center Vault for disposal at Heritage Waste Disposal in East Liverpool, 
Ohio.   



The Tribes’ statement is not based on fact and misrepresents the actual events associated with FMC’s 
proper handling of the material under an EPA approved workplan.  Specifically, 110, 55-gallon drums of 
sanitary sewage solids from the Training Center Vault were prepared for shipment, under manifest, and 
tested for phosphine gas prior to shipment.    



The drum lids were properly in place on the drums while awaiting transport.  Workers preparing the 
drums wore phosphine monitors and during the entire project, no alarms occurred.  Phosphine monitors 
are designed to alarm if they detect phosphine at >0.30 ppm.  EPA regulations establish a reportable 
quantity of phosphine of 100 pounds per day.  Testing of the headspace in the drums produced 
measurements which ranged 0.19 ppm to 2.59 ppm phosphine.   Before shipping, a leak test around the 
drum lid and bung cap of each drum was conducted.  All leak measurements were 0.00 ppm. 
 



We are confident no phosphine > 0.30 ppm was released into the environment.  Our test data is 
available for review and we are unaware of any data which the Tribes are relying on to make such 
assertions.    
 















From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-Bannock Tribes


 Weigh in
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 3:59:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Training Center Vault Standby Statement.docx
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Attached is the statement I mentioned over the telephone earlier today. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Lizanne Davis [mailto:Lizanne.Davis@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 1:38 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>;
 Grandinetti, Cami <Grandinetti.Cami@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Thank you Jonathan.  I understand Kelly Wright and Lee Juan Tyler are now at the front entrance
 filming a segment for KDIK news.  Attached is the Standby Statement FMC has prepared in the event
 we are contacted.
 
Lizanne H. Davis
Director, Government Affairs
FMC Corporation
 
202.956.5211 (Office), 202.412.1055 (Cell)
202.956.5235 (Fax)
 
lizanne.davis@fmc.com
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 3:20 PM
To: Lizanne Davis
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; MacIntyre, Mark; Grandinetti, Cami
Subject: RE: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Thanks.  EPA received the press release late yesterday afternoon.  I’ve spoken with Mark and Cami
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 about it.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Lizanne Davis [mailto:Lizanne.Davis@fmc.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 11:14 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
Dear Jonathan, Beth and Mark,
We just became aware the Shoshone Bannock Tribes issued the release attached/below yesterday. 
 We received a call from the Idaho State Journal today asking for comment.  I am working on the
 comment and will share with you when complete.  The release is online
 http://nativenewsonline.net/currents/phospine-gas-releases-fort-hall-indian-reservation-go-
unnoticed-epa/as well as Twitter.
Best,
Liz
 
Lizanne H. Davis
Director, Government Affairs
FMC Corporation
 
202.956.5211 (Office), 202.412.1055 (Cell)
202.956.5235 (Fax)
 
lizanne.davis@fmc.com
 


From: Randy'L Teton <rteton@sbtribes.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 5:41 PM
To: Randy'L Teton
Subject: Fort Hall Press Release: Phosphine Gas Releases at FMC Go Unnoticed by EPA--Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes Weigh in
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
 
April 14,  2016
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Contact: 
 
Ms. Randy’L Teton
Public Affairs Manager
rteton@sbtribes.com
T: (208) 478-3818
 


MEDIA RELEASE
 


PHOSPHINE GAS RELEASES AT FMC GO UNNOTICED BY EPA
 
Fort Hall, Idaho- The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes continue their work to ensure
 Tribal members and residents living on the Fort Hall Reservation are protected
 from unnecessary environmental exposures. 
 
The Tribes are not pleased with EPA due to a recent visit. On March 16, 2016 a
 EPA representative came onto the Fort Hall Reservation to inspect work at the
 now defunct FMC site.  EPA staff from Seattle and their oversight Contractor
 toured the site and inspected the storage of over hundred 55-gallon drums
 filled with hazardous waste waiting to be shipped off site for incineration. The
 following day, Tribal representatives discovered that the drums were left open,
 releasing toxic Phosphine gas into the environment within Reservation
 boundaries.  The Tribes notified EPA immediately and requested the drums to
 be closed and air analyzed for Phosphine gas.
 
According to a Tribal representative, EPA had seen the drums on March 16 but
 failed to notice that the drums were open and venting.  Therefore, EPA was
 allowing FMC to release Phosphine gas onto the Reservation for an unknown
 number of days.  Workers at the site indicated that they had been directed to
 open the drums to prevent bulging as a result of gas generation from waste in
 the drums. 
 
When the Tribes requested drum closure and gas analysis, EPA allowed FMC to
 conduct this analysis after interior gases in the drums had been released or
 vented, not allowing a buildup of gases within the drums prior to sampling. 
 This action resulted in unrepresentative and inaccurate readings of generated
 gases.  However, Phosphine gas readings at the drums after venting were well
 over the Permissible Exposure Limit of 0.3 parts per million (ppm).  The gas
 readings after venting ranged from 0.37 ppm to over 2.0 ppm.
 
FMC cleaned out a Septic System Vault that had been used for wastewater
 disposal, including laboratory waste that contained elemental phosphorous.
 110 55-gallon drums were filled with the sludge material. Of the 110 drums,
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 107 drums had chemically reactive material inside and were actively
 generating Phosphine gas.
 
Phosphine is a colorless, flammable, and toxic gas with the odor of garlic or
 decaying fish, can ignite spontaneously on contact with air. Inhalation is the
 major route of Phosphine exposure and toxicity, however detecting an odor is
 an inadequate indicator of the presence of Phosphine gas at hazardous
 concentrations. Phosphine is heavier than air and may spread to low lying
 areas.
 
According to the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and
 the Centers for Disease Control Website, the OSHA PEL (permissible exposure
 limit) for Phosphine gas is 0.3 ppm (averaged over an 8-hour work shift).  The
 National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) states exposure
 to Phosphine at 50 ppm is IDLH (immediately dangerous to life or health) and
 the ERPG-2 (Emergency Response Planning Guideline) (maximum airborne
 concentration below which it is believed nearly all individuals could be exposed
 for up to 1 hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or other
 serious adverse health effects or symptoms that could impair an individual’s
 ability to take protective action) is 0.5 ppm.  
 
According to EPA’s Air Toxics website, Phosphine gas may have the following
 acute and chronic effects.  Acute inhalation exposure to Phosphine can result
 in respiratory, neurological, and gastrointestinal effects.  Symptoms may
 include headaches, dizziness, fatigue, drowsiness, burning substernal pain,
 nausea, vomiting, gastrointestinal distress, cough with fluorescent green
 sputum, labored breathing, chest tightness, pulmonary irritation, pulmonary
 edema, and tremors in humans.  Convulsions may ensue after an apparent
 recovery. Numbness and tingling in the fingers were reported in workers after
 touching Phosphine tablets.  In rabbits acutely exposed to high levels of
 Phosphine via inhalation, dyspnea, paralysis, convulsions, effects to the liver,
 kidneys, and spleen have been reported.  Acute animal tests in rats have
 demonstrated Phosphine to have extreme acute toxicity via inhalation.
 
Chronic occupational exposure of workers to Phosphine may cause
 inflammation of the nasal cavity and throat, weakness, dizziness, nausea,
 gastrointestinal, cardio respiratory, and central nervous system
 symptomology, jaundice, liver effects, and increased bone density.
 
FMC continues to display disregard for human health and the environment.  To
 purposely open drums and allow them to vent toxic Phosphine gas into the air
 on the Fort Hall Reservation is unacceptable.  Equally disturbing is the failure,
 by EPA and their oversight Contractor, to recognize the violation of hazardous
 waste regulations and to act on it.  The Tribes will continue to provide much
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 needed oversight of activities at the FMC site.
 
For more information contact Kelly Wright, Environmental Waste Management
 Program Manager at 208-236-1049.


###
 
 


 
Randy'L Teton (Shoshone-Bannock)
Public Affairs Manager
POB 306 Pima Drive
Fort Hall, ID 83203
Phone: 208-478-3818
Cell: 208-589-8595
rteton@sbtribes.com
 
www.sbtribes.com
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Standby Statement 
April 15, 2016 



 



FMC has reviewed the Shoshone Bannock Tribes Press Release regarding the drumming of sanitary 
sewage solids from the Training  Center Vault for disposal at Heritage Waste Disposal in East Liverpool, 
Ohio.   



The Tribes’ statement is not based on fact and misrepresents the actual events associated with FMC’s 
proper handling of the material under an EPA approved workplan.  Specifically, 110, 55-gallon drums of 
sanitary sewage solids from the Training Center Vault were prepared for shipment, under manifest, and 
tested for phosphine gas prior to shipment.    



The drum lids were properly in place on the drums while awaiting transport.  Workers preparing the 
drums wore phosphine monitors and during the entire project, no alarms occurred.  Phosphine monitors 
are designed to alarm if they detect phosphine at >0.30 ppm.  EPA regulations establish a reportable 
quantity of phosphine of 100 pounds per day.  Testing of the headspace in the drums produced 
measurements which ranged 0.19 ppm to 2.59 ppm phosphine.   Before shipping, a leak test around the 
drum lid and bung cap of each drum was conducted.  All leak measurements were 0.00 ppm. 
 



We are confident no phosphine > 0.30 ppm was released into the environment.  Our test data is 
available for review and we are unaware of any data which the Tribes are relying on to make such 
assertions.    
 











From: Skadowski, Suzanne
To: MacIntyre, Mark; Sheldrake, Beth; Williams, Jonathan; Boyd, Andrew; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Cc: Weigel, Greg; Valdez, Heather; Werntz, James; Morrison, Kay; Holsman, Marianne
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:28:13 AM
Attachments: Media Press_Phosphine Gas at FMC_April 2016.pdf


We had a media inquiry from Idaho State Journal on this late last Thursday (when the tribe issued
 their press release -- attached) that Mark was handling….
 
Suzanne Skadowski
Public Affairs Specialist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10 Pacific Northwest | Seattle
Desk: 206-553-2160  Cell: 206-900-3309
 


From: Morrison, Kay 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:15 AM
To: sskinner  MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Skadowski,
 Suzanne <Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
Thanks for the update Sue!
 
_____________________________________
Kay Morrison
206-553-8321
 


From: sskinner  
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:13 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz, James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather
 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC heads up
 
As a Heads UP-- FMC on front page of ISJ newspaper yesterday regarding the RCRA disposal issue
 (Tribes issued a press release last week and on TV Friday)    (my understanding of the issue is that
 bungs were off of several drums (so they would not bulge) awaiting shipment to an incinerator
 facility.)    Might be RCRA violation??   Heather Valdez and Greg Weigel are coming out this week
 and may walk into this issue.   Paul Yokum rebutted allegations in the ISJ.
 
best,
Sue


Non-Responsive


Non-Responsive
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE  



 



MEDIA RELEASE 
PHOSPHINE GAS RELEASES AT FMC WENT UNNOTICED BY EPA 



 



Fort Hall, Idaho- The Shoshone-Bannock 



Tribes continue their work to ensure 



Tribal members and residents living on 



the Fort Hall Reservation are protected 



from unnecessary environmental 



exposures.   



 



The Tribes are not pleased with EPA due 



to a recent visit. On March 16, 2016 a 



EPA representative came onto the Fort 



Hall Reservation to inspect work at the now defunct FMC site.  EPA staff from Seattle and 



their oversight Contractor toured the site and inspected the storage of over hundred 55-



gallon drums filled with hazardous waste waiting to be shipped off site for incineration. The 



following day, Tribal representatives discovered that the drums were left open, releasing 



toxic Phosphine gas into the environment within Reservation boundaries.  The Tribes 



notified EPA immediately and requested the drums to be closed and air analyzed for 



Phosphine gas. 



 



According to a Tribal representative, EPA had seen the drums on March 16 but failed to 



notice that the drums were open and venting.  Therefore, EPA was allowing FMC to release 



Phosphine gas onto the Reservation for an unknown number of days.  Workers at the site 



indicated that they had been directed to open the drums to prevent bulging as a result of 



gas generation from waste in the drums.   



 
 



 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
 
April 14,  2016  
  
Contact:   
 
Ms. Randy’L Teton 
Public Affairs Manager 
rteton@sbtribes.com  
T: (208) 478-3818  
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SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES PRESS RELEASE 



 



OFFICIAL PRESS RELEASE 



 



When the Tribes requested drum closure and gas analysis, EPA allowed FMC to conduct this 



analysis after interior gases in the drums had been released or vented, not allowing a 



buildup of gases within the drums prior to sampling.  This action resulted in 



unrepresentative and inaccurate readings of generated gases.  However, Phosphine gas 



readings at the drums after venting were well over the Permissible Exposure Limit of 0.3 



parts per million (ppm).  The gas readings after venting ranged from 0.37 ppm to over 2.0 



ppm. 



 



FMC cleaned out a Septic System Vault that had been used for wastewater disposal, 



including laboratory waste that contained elemental phosphorous. 110 55-gallon drums 



were filled with the sludge material. Of the 110 drums, 107 drums had chemically reactive 



material inside and were actively generating Phosphine gas. 



 



Phosphine is a colorless, flammable, and toxic gas with the odor of garlic or decaying fish, 



can ignite spontaneously on contact with air. Inhalation is the major route of Phosphine 



exposure and toxicity, however detecting an odor is an inadequate indicator of the presence 



of Phosphine gas at hazardous concentrations. Phosphine is heavier than air and may spread 



to low lying areas.  



 



According to the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and the Centers 



for Disease Control Website, the OSHA PEL (permissible exposure limit) for Phosphine gas is 



0.3 ppm (averaged over an 8-hour work shift).  The National Institute for Occupational 



Safety and Health (NIOSH) states exposure to Phosphine at 50 ppm is IDLH (immediately 



dangerous to life or health) and the ERPG-2 (Emergency Response Planning Guideline) 



(maximum airborne concentration below which it is believed nearly all individuals could be 



exposed for up to 1 hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious 



adverse health effects or symptoms that could impair an individual’s ability to take 



protective action) is 0.5 ppm.    



 



According to EPA’s Air Toxics website, Phosphine gas may have the following acute and 



chronic effects.  Acute inhalation exposure to Phosphine can result in respiratory, 



neurological, and gastrointestinal effects.  Symptoms may include headaches, dizziness, 
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fatigue, drowsiness, burning substernal pain, nausea, vomiting, gastrointestinal distress, 



cough with fluorescent green sputum, labored breathing, chest tightness, pulmonary 



irritation, pulmonary edema, and tremors in humans.  Convulsions may ensue after an 



apparent recovery. Numbness and tingling in the fingers were reported in workers after 



touching Phosphine tablets.  In rabbits acutely exposed to high levels of Phosphine via 



inhalation, dyspnea, paralysis, convulsions, effects to the liver, kidneys, and spleen have 



been reported.  Acute animal tests in rats have demonstrated Phosphine to have extreme 



acute toxicity via inhalation.  



 



Chronic occupational exposure of workers to Phosphine may cause inflammation of the 



nasal cavity and throat, weakness, dizziness, nausea, gastrointestinal, cardio respiratory, 



and central nervous system symptomology, jaundice, liver effects, and increased bone 



density.  



 



FMC continues to display disregard for human health and the environment.  To purposely 



open drums and allow them to vent toxic Phosphine gas into the air on the Fort Hall 



Reservation is unacceptable.  Equally disturbing is the failure, by EPA and their oversight 



Contractor, to recognize the violation of hazardous waste regulations and to act on it.  The 



Tribes will continue to provide much needed oversight of activities at the FMC site.  



 



For more information contact Kelly Wright, Environmental Waste Management Program 



Manager at 208-236-1049.  
 



### 



 





https://www3.epa.gov/airtoxics/hlthef/hapintro.html#5a









 












From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:33:21 AM


 
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
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 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
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From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson
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On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
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 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this
 report.


 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:







 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
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 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
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Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
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 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Skadowski, Suzanne; MacIntyre, Mark; Sheldrake, Beth; Boyd, Andrew; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Cc: Weigel, Greg; Valdez, Heather; Werntz, James; Morrison, Kay; Holsman, Marianne
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:34:22 AM


Yes.  I discussed this with Mark McIntyre last Friday, April 15.  I believe that he’s well versed on the
 facts.  I was not contacted by any reporters about the SBT press release.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Skadowski, Suzanne 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:28 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>;
 McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>; Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Holsman, Marianne
 <Holsman.Marianne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
We had a media inquiry from Idaho State Journal on this late last Thursday (when the tribe issued
 their press release -- attached) that Mark was handling….
 
Suzanne Skadowski
Public Affairs Specialist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10 Pacific Northwest | Seattle
Desk: 206-553-2160  Cell: 206-900-3309
 


From: Morrison, Kay 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:15 AM
To: sskinner  MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz,
 James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>; Skadowski,
 Suzanne <Skadowski.Suzanne@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: FMC heads up
 
Thanks for the update Sue!


Non-Responsive
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_____________________________________
Kay Morrison
206-553-8321
 


From: sskinner   
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:13 AM
To: MacIntyre, Mark <Macintyre.Mark@epa.gov>; Werntz, James <Werntz.James@epa.gov>
Cc: Morrison, Kay <morrison.kay@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Valdez, Heather
 <Valdez.Heather@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Boyd, Andrew
 <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FMC heads up
 
As a Heads UP-- FMC on front page of ISJ newspaper yesterday regarding the RCRA disposal issue
 (Tribes issued a press release last week and on TV Friday)    (my understanding of the issue is that
 bungs were off of several drums (so they would not bulge) awaiting shipment to an incinerator
 facility.)    Might be RCRA violation??   Heather Valdez and Greg Weigel are coming out this week
 and may walk into this issue.   Paul Yokum rebutted allegations in the ISJ.
 
best,
Sue
 


Non-Responsive
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Michele Benchouk
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: GIS shapefile for the WUA?
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 1:36:26 PM


Yes.  I’ll make that request to FMC but would like to discuss first.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Benchouk, Michele [USA] [mailto:Benchouk_Michele@bah.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2016 1:12 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: GIS shapefile for the WUA?
 
Jonathan,
 
Can you check with FMC to see if they have a GIS shapefile of the proposed excavation area within
 the WUA.  The Idaho SHPO is requesting that as part of the records search.
 
We can have someone do it here, but it would be faster if FMC already has one available.
 
Michele
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
Date: Friday, April 01, 2016 11:46:18 AM


Doug:
 
Thanks for discussing the situation with Sargent Collin Bonner of the Idaho State Patrol earlier this
 week.  It was good to hear him affirm that EPA and IDEQ had provided him with the same basic
 information.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I received a call from Greg Weigel earlier this morning.  Greg had received an inquiry from Idaho
 State Patrol Sargent Collin Bonner.  I called Sargent Bonner, who said that he had received a verbal
 complaint from Kelly Wright.  I explained the situation to Sargent Bonner who said that what I told
 him was consistent with what he had previously heard from IDEQ’s Doug Tanner.
 
Sargent Kelly of the Idaho State Patrol had already advised Kelly that the ISP has no basis for halting
 the FMC shipment of hazardous waste bound for incineration.  He plans to call Kelly back to let him
 know that we’ve spoken.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369



x-msg://1092/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

x-msg://1092/Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov

x-msg://1092/Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

x-msg://1092/sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

x-msg://1092/McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov





E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
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 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
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Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as



x-msg://1092/susanh@ida.net

x-msg://1092/jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com

x-msg://1092/kwright@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/Bedmo@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/bbacon@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/tgalloway@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/lredmo@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/cappenay@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/aappeney@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/FHBC@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/agonzales@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/EWMP@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/EWMP@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/wjones@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com





 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the







 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this
 report.


 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).







 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
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 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
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 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:35:02 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:31 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
You are welcome.  FYI, I requested FMC provide a section in their safety summit on offsite
 shipments.  Marjo responded that was a good idea, and I have provided an invitation to the local ISP
 to respond back to Marjo.  dt
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 12:46 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
Doug:
 
Thanks for discussing the situation with Sargent Collin Bonner of the Idaho State Patrol earlier this
 week.  It was good to hear him affirm that EPA and IDEQ had provided him with the same basic
 information.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
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E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I received a call from Greg Weigel earlier this morning.  Greg had received an inquiry from Idaho
 State Patrol Sargent Collin Bonner.  I called Sargent Bonner, who said that he had received a verbal
 complaint from Kelly Wright.  I explained the situation to Sargent Bonner who said that what I told
 him was consistent with what he had previously heard from IDEQ’s Doug Tanner.
 
Sargent Kelly of the Idaho State Patrol had already advised Kelly that the ISP has no basis for halting
 the FMC shipment of hazardous waste bound for incineration.  He plans to call Kelly back to let him
 know that we’ve spoken.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
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 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
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 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
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 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids



x-msg://1092/EWMP@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/EWMP@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/wjones@sbtribes.com

x-msg://1092/jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com





 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this







 report.
 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300







Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
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 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
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 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
Date: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:38:33 PM


Thanks for making that suggestion to Marjo.  I spoke with her earlier today and seconded the idea.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:31 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
You are welcome.  FYI, I requested FMC provide a section in their safety summit on offsite
 shipments.  Marjo responded that was a good idea, and I have provided an invitation to the local ISP
 to respond back to Marjo.  dt
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 12:46 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
Doug:
 
Thanks for discussing the situation with Sargent Collin Bonner of the Idaho State Patrol earlier this
 week.  It was good to hear him affirm that EPA and IDEQ had provided him with the same basic
 information.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
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E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I received a call from Greg Weigel earlier this morning.  Greg had received an inquiry from Idaho
 State Patrol Sargent Collin Bonner.  I called Sargent Bonner, who said that he had received a verbal
 complaint from Kelly Wright.  I explained the situation to Sargent Bonner who said that what I told
 him was consistent with what he had previously heard from IDEQ’s Doug Tanner.
 
Sargent Kelly of the Idaho State Patrol had already advised Kelly that the ISP has no basis for halting
 the FMC shipment of hazardous waste bound for incineration.  He plans to call Kelly back to let him
 know that we’ve spoken.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
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 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
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 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
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 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
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 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this







 report.
 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300







Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
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 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
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 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:42:48 PM


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:03 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Cc: McLerran, Dennis <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Jim:
 
Contrary to the e-mail below, Kelly has not called me to discuss this situation.  My recent e-mails to
 Kelly have asked that he telephone me with any questions.
 
Neither has Kelly returned my voicemail from March 23, 2016 regarding a different situation at the
 FMC OU.
 
I called Kelly a few minutes ago, left him a voicemail, and asked that he please telephone me.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
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To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
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 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson
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On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
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 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this
 report.


 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.







 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
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 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
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Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
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 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
Date: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:30:56 PM


You are welcome.  FYI, I requested FMC provide a section in their safety summit on offsite
 shipments.  Marjo responded that was a good idea, and I have provided an invitation to the local ISP
 to respond back to Marjo.  dt
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 12:46 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
Doug:
 
Thanks for discussing the situation with Sargent Collin Bonner of the Idaho State Patrol earlier this
 week.  It was good to hear him affirm that EPA and IDEQ had provided him with the same basic
 information.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I received a call from Greg Weigel earlier this morning.  Greg had received an inquiry from Idaho
 State Patrol Sargent Collin Bonner.  I called Sargent Bonner, who said that he had received a verbal
 complaint from Kelly Wright.  I explained the situation to Sargent Bonner who said that what I told
 him was consistent with what he had previously heard from IDEQ’s Doug Tanner.
 
Sargent Kelly of the Idaho State Patrol had already advised Kelly that the ISP has no basis for halting
 the FMC shipment of hazardous waste bound for incineration.  He plans to call Kelly back to let him
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 know that we’ve spoken.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
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Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
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Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
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The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the







 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also
 (per Andy Boyd).


4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC
 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this
 report.


 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and







 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 
Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
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 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
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To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
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 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
 


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: Weigel, Greg; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:12:13 AM
Attachments: TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_3.29.16.pdf


TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_LDR_3.29.16.pdf
image001.png


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Weigel, Greg 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:51 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Zokan, Jim <Zokan.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan, FYI
 
I think I’ll just respond – “Glad you got it figured out”
 
Greg Weigel
Federal On-Scene Coordinator
EPA Region 10, Emergency Response Unit
950 W. Bannock Street, Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5773 office
208-867-3710 cell
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:44 AM
To: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Greg, it appears that it was listed as a D001 and D003 and labelled UN 1381. They supposedly placed
 it under water which eliminates one of the risks but what I find concerning is that the facility
 receiving the waste will be analyzing it for LDR. Odd that it wasn’t done up front then as a
 verification measure by the facility to ensure that they are getting what is quoted.
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Sorry for being a pain.
Kelly
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:24 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC for your information.  Please telephone me or Marjo if you have
 any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 7:49 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan
 
Kelly has asked for the manifests for waste shipment on the vault.  I thought I would send
 them to you to forward to him along with the phosphine data.  I attached two files.  One of the
 files includes the LDR Notice and Certification form.  The other one is just the waste manifest.
 
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210
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Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
Date: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:40:11 PM


Currently Officer Tom Wright is likely to attend.  dt
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 2:38 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
Thanks for making that suggestion to Marjo.  I spoke with her earlier today and seconded the idea.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 1:31 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
 <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
You are welcome.  FYI, I requested FMC provide a section in their safety summit on offsite
 shipments.  Marjo responded that was a good idea, and I have provided an invitation to the local ISP
 to respond back to Marjo.  dt
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 12:46 PM
To: Douglas Tanner
Cc: Scott Miller; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Hazardous Waste Shipment--SBT Complaint to ISP
 
Doug:
 
Thanks for discussing the situation with Sargent Collin Bonner of the Idaho State Patrol earlier this
 week.  It was good to hear him affirm that EPA and IDEQ had provided him with the same basic
 information.
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Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila
 <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>; Weigel, Greg
 <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I received a call from Greg Weigel earlier this morning.  Greg had received an inquiry from Idaho
 State Patrol Sargent Collin Bonner.  I called Sargent Bonner, who said that he had received a verbal
 complaint from Kelly Wright.  I explained the situation to Sargent Bonner who said that what I told
 him was consistent with what he had previously heard from IDEQ’s Doug Tanner.
 
Sargent Kelly of the Idaho State Patrol had already advised Kelly that the ISP has no basis for halting
 the FMC shipment of hazardous waste bound for incineration.  He plans to call Kelly back to let him
 know that we’ve spoken.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:23 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Williams,
 Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Cc: Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David
 <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>; Thomas, Sally <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks, Jim.  We are aware of the Tribes’ concerns and have been working to address them for a
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 couple days.  As we have told the Tribes, FMC is following an approved work plan and all
 information (from our on-site oversight contractor and conversations with FMC) indicates they are
 also following all appropriate RCRA hazardous waste manifesting and transportation requirements. 
 
According to IDEQ, Kelly did place a call to Idaho State Patrol yesterday. IDEQ has had several
 conversations with ISP also explaining the work. Apparently the ISP haz mat officer called EPA
 Criminal Investigations in Boise late yesterday.  I will touch base with CID Boise this morning on
 that.  I don’t know what “EPA Emergency Response Contractor” Kelly may be referring to.
 
Beth
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Woods, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>;
 Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Pirzadeh, Michelle
 <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Fyi... 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 5:36:20 PM PDT
To: Rick Eichstaedt <ricke@cforjustice.org>, Christy Belanger
 <cs@rtocregion10.org>, Jim Woods <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>, Sally Thomas
 <Thomas.Sally@epa.gov>, "allnutt.david@epa.gov" <allnutt.david@epa.gov>,
 Andrew Baca <Baca.Andrew@epa.gov>, "mccarthy.gina@epa.gov"
 <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epamail.epa.gov>, "mclerran.dennis@epa.gov"
 <mclerran.dennis@epa.gov>, Billy Maines <billy@curyungtribe.com>
Cc: "Ladd R. Edmo" <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com>, Lee Juan Tyler <ltyler@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hazardous Waste Shipment


FYI we got FMC doing bad activities again 


Sent from my iPhone
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Begin forwarded message:


From: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Date: March 29, 2016 at 4:56:38 PM MDT
To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, Susan Hanson
 <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>, Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>, Tony Galloway
 <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>, "Ladd R. Edmo"
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>, Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>, Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>, FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>, Angelo
 Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>, EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>, Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment


Actually I called back and left a voice message so, I waiting on him.  Also
 got a call the Emergency Response Coordinator at EPA wanting to know
 more about this shipment at FMC. He had a call from the Sargent at the
 ISP asking him what can they do.
 
I have asked FMC to provide but also included Jonathan on it. He should
 be aware.
 


From: Jill Grant [mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 4:28 PM
To: Susan Hanson <susanh@ida.net>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
I doubt that FMC will give you the manifests, but I think if
 EPA requests them they’ll give them to EPA. Kelly should
 call Jonathan Williams and ask him to request the
 manifests from FMC. According to Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for Kelly to call him.
 
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 6:24 PM
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To: Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Blaine Edmo
 <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Tony
 Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay <cappenay@sbtribes.com>;
 Arnold Appeney <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC
 <FHBC@sbtribes.com>; Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>;
 EWMP (EWMP@sbtribes.com) <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
The information was requested from Jonathan Williams on March 17,
 2016.  It was also requested from Marguerite Carpenter, FMC this
 morning, as you were copied on this request. 
 
Susan Hanson


 
On Mar 29, 2016, at 4:19 PM, Jill Grant <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
 wrote:
 


Kelly,
 
The drums are being shipped pursuant to a
 2014 Work Plan for closing the Training Center
 Vault, which I just reviewed. I think these
 drums must contain the solids from the first
 stage of the vault, which are being treated as
 hazardous waste because they are presumed
 to contain P4. They are being shipped to a
 facility in Liverpool, Ohio for incineration
 because they contain reactive hazardous
 waste. This will provide adequate safety for the
 transportation, which is good, but does not
 provide you with all the information I think you
 want regarding the nature of the waste (other
 than that it contains P4).
 
The characterization information you want
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 cannot be required under RCRA (because of
 the process knowledge exemption you
 mentioned to me and also because of the
 reasons noted in item 2 below), but I think you
 could get more information on these solids
 anyway, as follows:
 


1.    I talked to Andy Boyd, who told me that
 Jonathan Williams can request the RCRA
 manifests from FMC, so you should ask
 Jonathan to request them. (Manifests
 are stored on site, and Jonathan Williams
 can request them because the work is
 being done as part of the CERCLA
 activities at the site.) The manifests may
 identify the type of hazardous waste in
 more detail.


2.    Even if the manifests do not provide the
 specificity you want regarding the type
 of hazardous waste (e.g, they could say it
 contains P4 without providing the
 precise amount, or they could say the
 waste is ignitable and reactive but these
 are just narrative standards), the
 manifests also should provide
 documentation for the LDRs. That
 documentation may provide you the
 further information you want
 characterizing the waste.


3.    In addition, the facility in Ohio where the
 waste is being shipped will have to do
 testing for the LDRs when it receives the
 waste, and that will provide you with
 more information. You can ask Jonathan
 Williams to request that information also







 (per Andy Boyd).
4.    Finally, the 2014 Work Plan requires FMC


 to submit a report documenting all work
 done under the Work Plan. You can aske
 Jonathan Williams for a copy of this
 report.


 
According to the Work Plan, the rest of the
 waste from the vault will be sampled and the
 samples will be collected for a waste
 determination analysis, which I think will
 provide you with the information you want
 regarding the nature of the remaining wastes.
 Specifically, this includes the following wastes:
 the remaining water in the TC vault (both first
 and second stages of the vault); the solids in
 the second stage of the vault; the vault wash-
water; wastewater from cleaning the pipes; and
 any solids collected when cleaning the pipes. If
 any of this waste is determined to be
 hazardous waste it will be shipped to Grand
 View, ID (the liquids) or a licensed hazardous
 waste incinerator such as the one in Ohio (the
 solids).
 
IDEQ does not have authority for RCRA for
 generators within Fort Hall, so that’s probably
 why neither IDEQ or the state police could help
 you.
 
Per my discussion with Andy Boyd, Jonathan
 Williams is waiting for your call – let me know
 how that goes and if you need me to stay
 involved.
 







Jill
 
Jill Grant & Associates, LLC
1319 F Street NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20004
Tel: 202-821-1950
Fax: 202-459-9558
jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com
www.jillgrantlaw.com
 
If this email concerns legal matters, this
 communication and any attachments are
 attorney-client privileged and confidential and
 intended for use only by the individual or entity
 named above as the intended recipient.  If you
 are not the intended recipient, reading,
 distributing, or copying this communication is
 prohibited.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please immediately
 notify the sender
 atjgrant@jillgrantlaw.com and delete this email
 and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
 
From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3:19 PM
To: Blaine Edmo <Bedmo@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
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 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Thanks for the information. I have already talked with IDEQ
 and the Idaho State Police who is investigating it.  They are
 claiming “Process Knowledge” on material placed into this
 vault which contained bot hazardous and nonhazardous
 waste.  From my experience with shipping, process
 knowledge would not be recommended on this nor allowed.
 
I talked with Tony and he recommended that I contact DOT
 who referred me to the ISP.  I then called to see if IDEQ had
 any data but they did not so I told them that this was being
 shipped and illegal.
I’ll keep you posted if we hear anything.
Thanks
Kelly
 
 


From: Blaine Edmo 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:29 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Tony Galloway <tgalloway@sbtribes.com>; Ladd R. Edmo
 <lredmo@sbtribes.com>; Casper Appenay
 <cappenay@sbtribes.com>; Arnold Appeney
 <aappeney@sbtribes.com>; FHBC <FHBC@sbtribes.com>;
 Angelo Gonzales <agonzales@sbtribes.com>; EWMP
 <EWMP@sbtribes.com>; Wes Jones
 <wjones@sbtribes.com>; Bill Bacon
 <bbacon@sbtribes.com>; Jill E. Grant
 <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Hazardous Waste Shipment
 
Why can't we ask the EPA and IDEQ to stop shipment until
 they have safety plan and full disclosure of contents. This is
 totally unsafe for General Public. Could be other toxic
 materials in shipment!!  Give them one day to respond or
 sooner!!  BE


Get our attorneys on it and rattle their cages at EPA and
 IDEQ and FMC!! 


Sent from my iPhone
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On Mar 29, 2016, at 10:43 AM, Kelly Wright
 <kwright@sbtribes.com> wrote:


Just to let you know that the Program
 contacted the Department of Transportation
 regarding a hazardous waste shipment from
 FMC going to Ohio.  The material was collected
 from a vault used for their old sewer for the
 laboratory.  To date, we have not been
 provided with any analytical data showing
 what chemicals are involved.  We know that
 elemental phosphorus was present in several
 of the drums because they we venting them
 into the environment. Tribes pointed this out
 to EPA that these bungs needed to be on them
 at all times.  According to the FMC contractor,
 they needed to be vented to prevent them
 from bulging the drums.
 
DOT told me to call ISP and have them look into
 it. I talked to a Sargent who wasn’t sure how to
 go about this but he took my name and
 number and was going to get something done
 because the highways, general public and
 especially first responders need to be well
 aware.
 
I talked with IDEQ to see if EPA had provided
 them a copy of the results but they were not
 provided any information either. I asked EPA
 again this morning but have yet seen anything
 regarding these 78 drums.
 
Will keep you posted as we move forward.
Thanks  
 
Kelly C. Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203
 
Tele: 208.236.1049
Cell: 208.221.0239
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: Doug Tanner
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:33:08 AM
Attachments: ATT00002.png


TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_3.29.16.pdf
TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_LDR_3.29.16.pdf


Hi, Doug.  Hopefully this will be the end of this particular issue.  Waste manifested as ignitable white
 phosphorus.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:32 AM
To: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>; Fleming, Sheila <fleming.sheila@epa.gov>; Michelle
 Pirzadeh <Pirzadeh.Michelle@epa.gov>; Anderson-Carnahan, Linda <Anderson-
Carnahan.Linda@epa.gov>; Allnutt, David <Allnutt.David@epa.gov>
Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Greg Weigel <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Andy
 Boyd (Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov) <Boyd.Andrew@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
All –
Per his request, below Jonathan sent Kelly Wright the waste manifests for the waste being shipped
 off the FMC site.  The waste was appropriately manifested as ignitable white phosphorus and will be
 incinerated at the waste disposal facility.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:24 AM
To: Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com) <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
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Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC for your information.  Please telephone me or Marjo if you have
 any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 7:49 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan
 
Kelly has asked for the manifests for waste shipment on the vault.  I thought I would send
 them to you to forward to him along with the phosphine data.  I attached two files.  One of the
 files includes the LDR Notice and Certification form.  The other one is just the waste manifest.
 
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
 



mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com





Click here to report this email as spam.



https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/z5LPxSPy42XGX2PQPOmvUqy!8K4P2+30U3aFRULgOjN1mNSttXBQDkddCKX4K9u8ORC3m+ujd!1SWoTyPktGDA==






From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Question
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 1:40:54 PM


Yes.  Jim Zokan forwarded Kelly’s e-mail and his reply to me.  I called Jim earlier today to discuss. 
 Kelly had not called him as Jim had requested.  So Jim’s planning to call Kelly and learn more if he
 can.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Sheldrake, Beth 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 1:24 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
FYI – Just going through emails from the bottom up – you likely have seen this already.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 8:18 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
FYI
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
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Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:17 AM
To: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
FYI
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:09 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Question
 
Here is the MOU between the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and EPA R10 regarding the consultation
 communication/coordination process. I am not familiar with the MOU that addresses inspections.
 
Can you give me a call so we can discuss your questions and concerns. I need to understand them
 better in order to help direct me to the appropriate R10 Office and staff.
 
Thanks
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
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From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 8:22 AM
To: Zokan, Jim <Zokan.Jim@epa.gov>
Cc: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Question
 
Good day Jim, I was wondering if you remember the old MOU that the Tribes and EPA set up many
 years ago. Was one of those items I thought that EPA would notify the Tribes for any and all
 inspections? Was this in that document or just a standing agreement with the RCRA folks? I know
 that the UST and RCRA Inspectors call the Program and make arrangements for us to be present
 with them.  Just checking to see if by chance you could remember.
 
Also need to ask you how come EPA feels that the Tribes are a Support Agency with the FMC  work? I
 am getting rather upset that EPA continues to tell FMC and their contractors that the Tribes are a
 support agency on our homelands. The Peace Treaty was signed by the Shoshone and Bannock
 Tribes in 1868 designating this parcel of land to be our future homeland that if we want to exercise
 our Treaty Rights must land on the Reservation. If we elect to leave the Reservation, we lose our
 rights. One of your staff continues to ignore the Tribes and even went as far as yesterday stating
 that we don’t provide any comments on these documents pertaining the work going on at the
 Cleanup activities.  Let me assure you we have been active with submitting comments  both
 historically and to date, but I can also express my concerns that I am tired of getting blown of and
 no responses back as to why these comments are not being addressed. As stated this is our
 homelands and we take a completely different aspect to our Reservation where I am responsible for
 protecting human health and the environment.  I can also assure you that your subcontractors do
 not have a better understanding of the issues at hand here, many of us have degrees and lived in
 this area for years so show some respect.
 
As a Sovereign Nation, I am asking that you try to educate some of the staff at EPA that we are not a
 Support Agency in our Homelands and stress to them the importance that they start to respect our
 jurisdiction.  We have been through Tribal and Federal Courts where they have started that the
 Tribes have jurisdiction with this facility and EPA continues to ignore this fact.   
 
I know this is not my normal process but thought I would give you a heads up, this email will be
 coming out after I settle down and decide who this should be sent to so some corrective action can
 occur not negative reaction. Looking to you for some assistance to see how this can be successful
 approached and end up in a positive working relationship not what is happening currently.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com)
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:24:30 AM
Attachments: ATT00002.png


TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_3.29.16.pdf
TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_LDR_3.29.16.pdf


Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC for your information.  Please telephone me or Marjo if you have
 any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 7:49 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan
 
Kelly has asked for the manifests for waste shipment on the vault.  I thought I would send
 them to you to forward to him along with the phosphine data.  I attached two files.  One of the
 files includes the LDR Notice and Certification form.  The other one is just the waste manifest.
 
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov





























 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Zokan, Jim
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Question
Date: Friday, April 22, 2016 5:26:05 PM


Thanks for trying a second time to have Kelly call you to discuss concerns so that you can help him to
 engage in conversation with the appropriate EPA staff. 
 
Kelly called me back this past Wednesday (April 20) in response to several voice mail and e-mail
 requests over the past few weeks regarding FMC OU topics. During our conversation, he did not
 mention the concerns expressed in his e-mail to you April 8.  However, it appears that what he
 wrote you April 8 pertains to the FMC OU.
 
Below is some contextual information about EPA’s field presence at the FMC OU, EPA Tribal
 jurisdiction related to the UAO EPA issued to FMC June 10, 2013, and Tribal input to EPA on FMC
 deliverables under the UAO.  I will plan to discuss this information again with Kelly if he would like,
 and trust it provides you with some helpful perspective.
 
EPA field oversight of FMC work
 
EPA has field oversight contractors who observe remedial action construction work at the FMC OU
 almost every day when significant remedial action work is occurring.  This has been the case since
 remedial action construction began in late September of 2014.   The EPA oversight contractor sends
 daily reports concurrently to me as the RPM and Kelly as the SBT EWMP Director.  These daily
 reports describe work that occurred, and what’s upcoming.  Kelly knows the EPA contractors, and
 understands that he can accompany them onsite by making arrangements ahead of time with them.
 
EPA CERCLA UAO Issued to FMC in 2013
 
FMC was issued a UAO by EPA June 10, 2013 to implement the IRODA issued by EPA under CERCLA
 in September 2012.  EPA is the regulatory agency which enforces the UAO issued to FMC.  EPA staff
 and contractors are not being offensive or dismissive to the Tribes or State when explaining this to
 people who pose questions about EPA, SBT, and IDEQ regulatory roles and responsibilities for
 CERCLA RD/RA enforcement.  Neither are EPA staff or contractors being offensive or dismissive
 when contradicting wrong assertions about enforcement jurisdiction. Further, assertions about
 what EPA staff or contractors supposedly said need to be made by responsible people who were
 present.  Some of what Kelly wrote appears to be in response to what others have told him about
 meetings he did not attend.
 
Tribal Input to EPA on FMC Deliverables
 
EPA has provided CERCLA Cooperative Agreement funding to the Tribes.  The funds are to be used
 (consistent with terms and conditions) for work such as providing timely comments on FMC
 deliverables to EPA.  Timely Tribal comments are then considered, along with timely comments
 received from IDEQ, when developing and finalizing EPA comments.
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Kelly’s e-mail to you mentions a conversation he had April 7, 2016 with one of your staff.  I suspect
 that’s a mistaken reference to when I spoke with him that afternoon at the FMC Safety Summit. 
 Our conversation was about a topic that was not part of any Tribal comments on the soil remedy
 Remedial Design and Remedial Action Wok Plan FMC submitted in December 2015, was not raised
 at a remedial action pre-construction meeting the morning of April 7, 2016, and then was very
 publically presented by someone he reports to that afternoon.  It appears Kelly misconstrued my
 conversation with him about this situation to suggest I said the Tribes never provide any comments
 on FMC deliverables.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 8:35 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
I made a follow up call to Kelly Wright yesterday, again offering to speak with him about his concerns
 regarding his 4/8 email (below). I have not heard anything from him other than the 4/8 email.
 
FYI Greg Weigel and Ms. Valdez are out at FMC Pond 15s today and will be meeting with Kelly.
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:18 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
FYI
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James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:17 AM
To: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Question
 
FYI
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Zokan, Jim 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 9:09 AM
To: 'Kelly Wright' <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Question
 
Here is the MOU between the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and EPA R10 regarding the consultation
 communication/coordination process. I am not familiar with the MOU that addresses inspections.
 
Can you give me a call so we can discuss your questions and concerns. I need to understand them
 better in order to help direct me to the appropriate R10 Office and staff.
 
Thanks
 
James F. Zokan
Environmental Specialist
US Environmental Protection Agency
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950 W. Bannock St.
Suite 900
Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5691 Phone
208-378-5744 Fax
zokan.jim@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 8:22 AM
To: Zokan, Jim <Zokan.Jim@epa.gov>
Cc: Woods, Jim <Woods.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: Question
 
Good day Jim, I was wondering if you remember the old MOU that the Tribes and EPA set up many
 years ago. Was one of those items I thought that EPA would notify the Tribes for any and all
 inspections? Was this in that document or just a standing agreement with the RCRA folks? I know
 that the UST and RCRA Inspectors call the Program and make arrangements for us to be present
 with them.  Just checking to see if by chance you could remember.
 
Also need to ask you how come EPA feels that the Tribes are a Support Agency with the FMC  work? I
 am getting rather upset that EPA continues to tell FMC and their contractors that the Tribes are a
 support agency on our homelands. The Peace Treaty was signed by the Shoshone and Bannock
 Tribes in 1868 designating this parcel of land to be our future homeland that if we want to exercise
 our Treaty Rights must land on the Reservation. If we elect to leave the Reservation, we lose our
 rights. One of your staff continues to ignore the Tribes and even went as far as yesterday stating
 that we don’t provide any comments on these documents pertaining the work going on at the
 Cleanup activities.  Let me assure you we have been active with submitting comments  both
 historically and to date, but I can also express my concerns that I am tired of getting blown of and
 no responses back as to why these comments are not being addressed. As stated this is our
 homelands and we take a completely different aspect to our Reservation where I am responsible for
 protecting human health and the environment.  I can also assure you that your subcontractors do
 not have a better understanding of the issues at hand here, many of us have degrees and lived in
 this area for years so show some respect.
 
As a Sovereign Nation, I am asking that you try to educate some of the staff at EPA that we are not a
 Support Agency in our Homelands and stress to them the importance that they start to respect our
 jurisdiction.  We have been through Tribal and Federal Courts where they have started that the
 Tribes have jurisdiction with this facility and EPA continues to ignore this fact.   
 
I know this is not my normal process but thought I would give you a heads up, this email will be
 coming out after I settle down and decide who this should be sent to so some corrective action can
 occur not negative reaction. Looking to you for some assistance to see how this can be successful
 approached and end up in a positive working relationship not what is happening currently.
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
Date: Monday, April 18, 2016 12:41:15 PM
Attachments: TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_3.29.16.pdf


TC Vault Solids Waste Manifest_LDR_3.29.16.pdf
image001.png


FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Williams, Jonathan 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:12 AM
To: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Cc: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
FYI
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Weigel, Greg 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 8:51 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Zokan, Jim <Zokan.Jim@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan, FYI
 
I think I’ll just respond – “Glad you got it figured out”
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Greg Weigel
Federal On-Scene Coordinator
EPA Region 10, Emergency Response Unit
950 W. Bannock Street, Boise, ID 83702
208-378-5773 office
208-867-3710 cell
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:44 AM
To: Weigel, Greg <Weigel.Greg@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Greg, it appears that it was listed as a D001 and D003 and labelled UN 1381. They supposedly placed
 it under water which eliminates one of the risks but what I find concerning is that the facility
 receiving the waste will be analyzing it for LDR. Odd that it wasn’t done up front then as a
 verification measure by the facility to ensure that they are getting what is quoted.
 
Sorry for being a pain.
Kelly
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:24 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Sheldrake, Beth
 <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC for your information.  Please telephone me or Marjo if you have
 any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 7:49 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
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Subject: Manifests for shipment of waste
 
Jonathan
 
Kelly has asked for the manifests for waste shipment on the vault.  I thought I would send
 them to you to forward to him along with the phosphine data.  I attached two files.  One of the
 files includes the LDR Notice and Certification form.  The other one is just the waste manifest.
 
Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.
 


Click here to report this email as spam.
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 1:53:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi, Kelly.  Jonathan left the office early today because he hasn’t been feeling well the last several
 days.  I am not 100% sure he will be in tomorrow, but I would like to suggest we (you, Jonathan, and
 I, at a minimum) have a call either tomorrow or Friday where we can talk through your concerns.  As
 Jonathan has said, EPA believes that FMC has conducted the work in the training center vault area
 in compliance with the UAO approved work plan as well as RCRA hazardous waste regulations.
 
EPA is committed to trying to answer your questions/concerns, but continuing to communicate
 regarding these issues via email is just not an efficient use of everyone’s time.  To that end, please
 let me know your availability tomorrow and Friday.
 
Thanks for your understanding.
 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 12:09 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan, sorry but this isn’t acceptable for making shipment based on material sampled almost 2
 years ago for some of the analyses. Analyses should have been done either from each drum as the
 Tribes originally requested or composited samples prior to removal into the drums. Another issue is
 the fact that the material was obviously not homogenous as shown with the headspace gas
 concentration.  One sample to represent 41,000 pounds of waste is not an accurate characterization
 needed for shipping wastes.
 
I understand that EPA does not cover hauling wastes but they work with another federal agency to
 make sure that it is done correctly. 
 
I was excited to see that some of the information exist for what was needed but it still has some
 issues that need to be done prior to shipping any future waste or disposing on site waste.  Analytical
 data must be validated and current.
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From my experience with sampling and shipping samples, more details are needed prior to shipping. 
 FMC used MARSSIMs to assist with characterizing the site but one sample from a vault that ended
 up being placed into 108 drums is wrong.  I also find it hard to believe that this information would
 come long after the shipment was made and not provided to everyone prior so it could be resolve in
 a timely fashion.
Kelly
 
 
 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 11:50 AM
To: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Cc: Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Michele Benchouk
 <Benchouk_Michele@bah.com>; Sheldrake, Beth <sheldrake.beth@epa.gov>; McDonnell,
 Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Kelly:
 
Attached is information from FMC.  My understanding is that this and other information will be
 included in the summary report as described in Section 3.0 of the work plan.
 
Please telephone me or Marjo Carpenter with any questions.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Marguerite Carpenter [mailto:MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:27 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Subject: Training Center Vault Solids Information
 
Jonathan
 
Please fine the attached information:


1. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault solids
2. TCLP and pH analysis for TC vault water
3. Heritage Waste Profile Survey form
4. DOT Special Permit Authorization SP-13552
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5. Noninfectious waste certification
6. Material Information Summary


Let me know if you need any additional information.


Marjo
 
Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


 
Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended
 recipient, please do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by
 telephone and delete this message and any attachments.  Thank you in advance for your
 cooperation and assistance.


Click here to report this email as spam.
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